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ABSTRACT 
BILINGUALISM, GENDER, AND FRIENDSHIP: 
CONSTRUCTING SECOND LANGUAGE LEARNERS 
IN A MAINSTREAM KINDERGARTEN 
FEBRUARY 1999 
BARBARA L. HRUSKA, B.A., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS AMHERST 
M.A., UNIVERSITY OF HOUSTON 
Ed.D, UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS AMHERST 
Directed by: Associate Professor Jerri Willett 
This year-long ethnographic study focuses on six Spanish dominant, 
English as a second language learners in an English mainstream 
kindergarten classroom. The study is based on a theoretical framework 
which views language as the site of social meaning construction and power 
negotiations (Fairclough, 1989). Four broad research questions address the 
local meanings of bilingualism, gender, and friendship and how the 
ideologies, identities, and social relationships relevant to these socially 
constructed discourses impact language learners. Broad, mid, and micro 
level analyses are conducted using standard interpretive analytic 
procedures. 
Findings are presented regarding the meanings of the local 
discourses of bilingualism, gender, and friendship and their implications 
for the English as a second language learners in the study. Findings indicate 
that: 
Vlll 
1) Bilingualism was not highly valued in this setting and provided no 
status, and possibly reduced status, to the Spanish dominant students within 
their mainstream English dominant peer group, in spite of the classroom 
teacher’s efforts to the contrary. 
2) The children's gender ideology, which emphasized gender 
segregation and gender differences, limited the children's relationships, 
participation in whole class events, and interaction with opposite gender 
peers. Boys dominated public discussions and constructed themselves as 
superior to girls. 
3) Friendship was highly valued among all the children. Friend 
relationships were less accessible to the Spanish dominant children due to a 
variety of contextual constraints. As a result they were not always able to 
claim the high status identity of close friend in the mainstream classroom. 
4) The differing identities related to bilingualism, gender, and 
friendship had differing consequences for the children in the classroom. 
Implications of the study for second language learners, teachers, 
institutions, and the field of second language acquisition are presented. It is 
argued that a focus on effective second language instruction and language 
acquisition alone are inadequate for understanding and addressing complex 
learning environments and the needs of language learners. The 
consequences of the meanings of local discourses and their inherent power 
IX 
dynamics impact students' identities, classroom participation, access to 
relationships, access to knowledge, and ultimately their investment in 
school. A critical analysis of local discourses, their power relations, and 
meanings is suggested as a means of changing classroom practice when both 
students and teachers are involved in this process. 
x 
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CHAPTER 1 
OVERVIEW 
Introduction 
Research in the field of second language acquisition (SLA) has 
typically focused on linguistic, psycholinguistic, and sociolinguistic factors 
related to the development of individual language proficiency and effective 
instructional practices. Only recently has attention been drawn to the 
diverse social contexts in which language learners operate and the complex 
power dynamics which affect their access to social interaction. 
This ethnographic study is based on a theoretical framework of 
language and power which conceptualizes language as a social practice, as a 
site of social meaning construction and power negotiations (Fairclough, 
1989). Four broad research questions address the local meanings of 
bilingualism, gender, and friendship and how the ideologies, identities, and 
relationships relevant to these socially constructed discourses impact second 
language learners. 
Chapter 1 situates the study in both broad and local educational 
contexts by identifying the need to consider social as well as academic 
issues when educating second language learners. The research problem, 
purpose, and broad research questions are then presented followed by an 
overview of Chapters 2-9. 
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The Study Situated in a Broad Educational Context 
During the past twenty years, the United States has enjoyed an 
increase in ethnic and linguistic diversity. Burgeoning migrant and 
immigrant populations have brought with them a rich heritage of languages 
and cultural experiences. It is now estimated that 2.44 million students 
grades K-12 are dominant in a language other than English (Smith et al., 
1997). This situation presents the challenge of how to educate and socially 
integrate these students into American schools. Unfortunately, many of 
these children's strengths and resources lie in areas that are not currently 
recognized by our educational system (Flores et al., 1991; McDermott & 
Varenne, 1995; Nieto, 1992). Language minority students are often not 
seen as coming to school with strengths at all but rather as bringing 
deficits, most noticeably, the lack of English. 
Because many linguistic minority students are not yet able to 
complete school work in English, English as a second language (ESL) 
teachers are often involved in their educational programs and acquiring 
English is seen as central to school success. Currently, nearly half of all 
American public schools have ESL student populations. Of these schools, 
43% provide some type of ESL support (Smith et al., 1997). 
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In the field of second language acquisition much attention has 
focused on identifying the most effective teaching methods and materials 
for promoting English acquisition. Researchers have also concentrated on 
the learner to understand language learning successes and failures. 
Students' cognitive ability, motivation, personality, age, family structure, 
and native language proficiency have all been considered as factors which 
influence second language development. This focus on the individual and 
the search for universal answers has resulted in highly contradictory 
findings and there is little definitive instructional guidance that can be 
gleaned from this body of literature. The one generalization that can be 
safely made is that second language learners need access to an 
undetermined amount of interaction in the new language (Enright & 
McCloskey, 1985; Long, 1981; Picaet al., 1996; Spolsky, 1989). 
Given this need for interaction, surprisingly little SLA research has 
actually been conducted inside English as a second language classrooms 
where interaction in a natural setting occurs. Even fewer studies have 
focused on mainstream monolingual English classrooms where many 
elementary second language students spend part of their day interacting 
with native speaking peers and mainstream teachers. Van Lier (1988) 
underscores the need for bringing second language acquisition research 
into classrooms where second language learners interact: 
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... in classroom research, the central data derive from things that go on in the 
classroom. This seems self-evident, yet much research goes by the name of 
classroom research which gets its data from other sources, such as simulated 
conversations, tests, interviews and so on, data which do not actually tell us 
anything about classroom dynamics .... I would suggest that classroom research 
requires that the researcher spends most of the time during the data-gathering 
phase(s) of the project inside actual, regular, on-going classrooms that have not 
been specially set up for the purpose of research (p. 9). 
Van Lier believes that social context impacts both theory and 
practice in the field of second language acquisition and states that ’’The 
reluctance of second language acquisition theorists to consider classroom 
data and classroom interaction threatens to make the study of L2 
development a very one-sided one" (p. 23). 
In the educational and second language acquisition literature, the 
term "context" can have a wide range of meanings and interpretations from 
discipline to discipline (Duranti & Goodwin, 1992). Context can refer to 
historical periods, political climates, geographical locations, spaces, and 
also to language use and the interaction of people. It is language interaction 
in specific settings, including both verbal and non-verbal communication 
which is the context of interest here. 
McDermott and Gospodinoff (1979) identify interactions in 
classrooms as contexts for how teachers and children are defining who they 
are and what they are doing. In the case of ethnically and linguistically 
diverse classrooms, McDermott and Gospodinoff see differences as 
becoming politicized which results in the positioning of people in different 
ways. This positioning can affect access to interaction and what occurs 
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during interaction such as the construction of ideologies, identities, and 
social relationships. 
Bloome and Willett (1991) refer to this dynamic as the 
"micropolitics of classroom interaction" and propose that"... one cannot 
assume that just because students are all in the same classroom or group, 
they have similar engagement or opportunities for engaging in classroom 
interaction" (p. 230). They view sociocultural factors such as gender, race, 
ethnicity, language dominance, and class as influencing how participants 
interact, create meaning, and position each other in specific situations as 
they work toward fulfilling sometimes competing agendas. 
In order to identify and understand these interactive processes, it is 
necessary to adopt a context sensitive approach to conducting research 
(Diaz, Moll, & Mehan, 1994). It is important to consider both the broad, 
or macro contexts, as well as the local, or micro contexts, of interpersonal 
interaction. Focusing on interaction demonstrates how macro sociocultural 
influences and resulting power relations are interwoven and reflected in the 
microinteractions of classrooms in unique ways (Bloome & Willett, 1991). 
Understanding the day-to-day social experiences and sociopolitical 
relationships (Lemke, 1995; McDermott, 1977) of language minority 
students in second language and mainstream classrooms and the positions 
that are created through this interaction (Fairclough, 1989) helps to shed 
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light on how interaction in local contexts impacts second language learners 
(LeCompte, 1981; McDermott & Gospodinoff, 1979). Few SLA studies 
which conceptualize interaction in this way have been conducted to date. 
The current study contributes to this growing body of literature. The 
following section will place this study, which focuses on classroom 
interaction, ideologies, identities, and social relationships, in a specific 
educational context. 
The Study Situated in a Local Educational Context 
I am an English as a second language teacher at the research site. I 
teach 30-40 students daily in small groups. The children, grades K-6, are 
from a variety of language backgrounds. There is also a Spanish 
transitional bilingual education (TBE) program at the site to service the 20- 
25 children in the district who are Spanish dominant. Children enrolled in 
the TBE program also attend ESL classes. ESL is considered a component 
of bilingual education. The TBE program is voluntarily selected by parents 
and they are free to withdraw their children from the program at any time. 
Students who are not enrolled in the TBE program, but are not proficient 
in English, also receive ESL instruction. 
One purpose of the TBE program is to provide children with content 
area instruction in Spanish in order to support their cognitive and academic 
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growth while gradually increasing the amount and difficulty of the 
academic work completed in English. A second purpose of the TBE 
program is to provide emotional and cultural support to students as they 
adjust to a new language and new cultural expectations. 
At the research site for this study, the TBE program is a transitional 
model by state mandate. In a transitional model, native language instruction 
is gradually phased out as students become more proficient in English and 
are transitioned into an English mainstream program. Because this is a 
transitional program, students may receive anywhere from all to just one 
academic class in Spanish depending on their English proficiency. 
Both the English and Spanish programs at this site are "pull-out" 
programs which means that all the children in the school are assigned to an 
English dominant homeroom where most native English speaking children 
spend the entire day. ESL and TBE students leave or are "pulled-out" of 
their mainstream classrooms from 45 minutes to 3 hours daily to attend 
ESL and Spanish TBE classes. State regulations require that TBE students 
spend at least the following periods with their English mainstream 
classrooms: lunch, recess, art, music, and physical education. 
The primary reason that ESL and TBE classes have traditionally 
been pull-out instruction in this district, as opposed to instruction which 
occurs in the mainstream classroom, is a logistical one related to 
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scheduling. I provide daily ESL instruction to all the ESL students grades 
K-6. It is not feasible for me to go to each of the 18 classrooms to provide 
ESL services and meet the instructional needs of the ESL students. 
Therefore, students are grouped by grade level to receive instruction in the 
ESL classroom. 
The Spanish TBE teacher and TBE aide also provide daily 
instruction to Spanish dominant students in grades K-6. Because there are 
two adults in this program, they have more flexibility and are able to 
provide some math, social studies, and science instruction in English 
mainstream classrooms. This increases the time that TBE students spend in 
their mainstream classrooms with mainstream peers. 
I am a firm supporter of bilingual education. Both the research on 
the effectiveness of bilingual education and my personal experience have 
convinced me that children benefit academically and emotionally from 
native language instruction. The actual implementation of bilingual 
programs, students' participation in mainstream classrooms, and the 
broader contexts in which they are situated, however, vary from setting to 
setting. Given the wide variety of ESL and bilingual program models, it is 
necessary to conduct research in an equally wide variety of settings in 
order to make policy and instructional decisions based on the specific local 
contexts in which students function. 
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Problem. Purpose, and Research Questions 
During the nine years that the Spanish TBE program has existed at 
this site, there has been a recurring issue for many of the bilingual students 
which has not been resolved. While children have made consistent academic 
progress in both languages, some students, teachers, and bilingual parents 
have expressed concern about children's social interactions. Some bilingual 
students do not feel comfortable in their mainstream classrooms and do not 
form friendships with mainstream students. Others are reluctant to leave 
their mainstream classrooms to attend pull-out ESL and TBE instruction. 
While this is not true of all bilingual students in all classrooms, the tension 
between academic and social priorities has been a consistent issue. 
Since I primarily teach in a separate classroom, I rarely have the 
opportunity to observe my students in the context of their mainstream 
classes. In order to examine the issue of social interaction systematically, I 
decided to conduct research in a mainstream English monolingual 
classroom. This began with a yearlong pilot study during which I observed 
in each of the 18 self-contained mainstream classrooms for two weeks 
during the first 30 minutes of each day (Hruska, 1995). One purpose of 
these observations was to locate a prospective classroom as a research site 
for the following year. A second purpose was to identify potential areas of 
focus which would guide the subsequent ethnographic study at this site. As 
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a result of these observations a classroom teacher was selected and gender 
was identified as a factor which shaped classroom interaction. 
The current yearlong study began with a focus on gender and 
interaction. In the early phases of the research two additional themes, 
bilingualism and friendship, emerged as salient in shaping interaction and 
guided the data collection and data analysis for the remainder of the study. 
The broad research questions based on these three discourses are: 
1. How are bilingualism, gender, and friendship constructed and 
displayed during interaction within a specific school and 
specific classroom context? 
2. What are the ideologies, identities, and social relationships 
relevant to these constructions? 
3. What are the meanings associated with these ideologies, 
identities, and social relationships to local participants? 
4. What are the implications of these meanings for second 
language learners? 
Questions such as these have only recently been considered in the 
field of second language acquisition. This is due, in part, to the linguistic 
and psycholinguistic nature of most SLA interaction research and to the 
narrow conceptualization of language and interaction employed in these 
studies. A brief review of traditional SLA interaction research is presented 
in Chapter 2. This is followed by a conceptualization of language as a social 
practice which provides the theoretical framework for the study. 
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Chapter 3 outlines the ethnographic design, methods of establishing 
credibility, data collection, data management, data analysis, and limitations 
of the study. Specific questions utilized for the microanalysis of classroom 
transcripts are delineated. 
Chapter 4 consists of broad level analyses of the discourses of 
bilingualism, gender, and friendship in the professional literature and the 
impact of these discourses on educational practices. 
Chapters 5-7 provide analyses of the meanings of bilingualism, 
gender, and friendship at institutional and classroom levels and the 
consequences of these meanings for children's identity construction and 
social relationships. Teachers' and students' ideologies are compared and 
contrasted to illustrate the conflicting nature of these beliefs and their 
implications for participants. An analysis of the classroom 
teacher/classroom aide relationship demonstrates how power dynamics and 
situational constraints shape their interaction and the meanings that can be 
constructed within the classroom. 
Chapter 8 consists of a detailed microanalysis of two classroom 
events during which the construction and display of bilingualism, gender, 
and friendship are evident. These analyses demonstrate the negotiation of 
teacher and student ideologies, identities, relationships, and the ways in 
which these negotiations impact students' participation in the event. 
Chapter 9 concludes the study with implications for second language 
learners, teachers, institutions, and the field of second language acquisition. 
The study findings indicate that a focus on effective second language 
instruction and individual language acquisition alone are inadequate for 
understanding and addressing complex learning environments. The 
consequences of power negotiations and the meanings of local discourses 
impact students' identities, classroom participation, and access to 
relationships, language, knowledge, and power. The results of such 
interactions have implications for students' success and investment in 
school. 
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CHAPTER 2 
SECOND LANGUAGE ACQUISITION LITERATURE REVIEW 
AND THEORETICAL ORIENTATION 
Introduction 
The purpose of this chapter is to review the second language 
acquisition literature that considers language interaction and to provide an 
alternative, broader conceptualization of language. The prevailing interest 
in interaction is limited to a conceptualization of interaction as a linguistic 
resource. In this model the learner is treated as the site of cognitive 
processing or the proprietor of individual traits. Questions most frequently 
asked from this perspective are concerned with identifying the most 
effective universal teaching methods for promoting second language 
acquisition but do not often consider the dynamics of specific contexts. The 
limitation of this perspective is that it does not take into account the 
meanings that are constructed during interaction, the power relationships 
which influence this meaning construction, and how these meanings shape 
linguistic input and access to interaction. 
A more powerful socially oriented theoretical model is one which 
considers language interaction as the location for meaning construction 
where ideologies, identities, and relationships are negotiated at local levels. 
Questions from this perspective can move beyond a limited 
conceptualization of interaction to one which considers what occurs during 
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interaction, the meanings that are constructed, and the consequences for 
participants. 
This chapter includes a review of traditional SLA interaction 
literature and the limitations of this body of work. This is followed by the 
presentation of a social theory of language which links language to social 
processes and power relationships rather than treating language as a static, 
isolated system. This theoretical orientation provides an avenue for 
examining interaction in more depth. The usefulness of a social theory of 
language in the field of second language acquisition concludes the chapter. 
Second Language Interaction Studies 
Traditionally, the literature in the field of second language 
acquisition has focused on the linguistic and cognitive processes of the 
individual in isolation rather than the interaction of the individual 
embedded within a social context (see Larsen-Freeman & Long, 1991 for a 
review of this literature). There is, however, growing interest and attention 
to context in the area of SLA research. Breen (1985), for example, in his 
article The Social Context for Language Learmng-A Neglected Situation?, 
recognizes that SLA research has typically been "asocial" in its disregard of 
the classroom context and the social processes that occur there: 
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If we hope to explain fully the relationship between classroom input and learning 
outcomes, or to explain possible relationships between strategic behavior and 
language learning, then we need to locate these relationships socially. How and 
why learners do what they do will be strongly influenced by their situation, who 
they are with, and by their perceptions of both (p. 138). 
Although Breen points out the need to consider classroom contexts, 
he is primarily interested in the relationship between social classroom 
processes and individual psychological processes involved in second 
language learning. He does not consider the significance of the interaction 
nor the factors that shape it. This is typical of much of the context oriented 
psycholinguistic and sociolinguistic second language research. Examples of 
these types of studies will be presented in two sections. 
The first section briefly reviews traditional quantitative SLA 
research. Within this body of literature both classroom observation and 
experimental designs are presented. The second section reviews studies 
which utilize naturalistic or ethnographic designs and were conducted 
primarily in elementary mainstream or bilingual classrooms. In addition to 
purely qualitative, descriptive interpretations, some of the investigators in 
the second group also employ quantitative analyses. 
All of the studies in the second section focus on school-age second 
language learners, mostly young children in preschool to third grade, who 
are learning English. These studies were selected because they were 
qualitative studies, conducted within elementary classrooms, and focused on 
young second language learners and interaction. Thus, they are similar in 
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design and focus to my own ethnographic study which was conducted in a 
mainstream kindergarten, although their definition of context and 
treatment of interaction are more limited. 
Quantitative Interaction Studies 
Larsen-Freeman (1985) reviews interaction studies, often referred to 
as "input" studies, in three basic groups delineated by their focus on: 
1) Quantitative or qualitative aspects of input and their link to output; 
2) Characteristics of native-speaker and non-native speaker interactions; 
and 3) Characteristics of non-native speaker and non-native speaker 
interactions. 
Chaudron (1988), in summarizing the significance of input studies, 
states that interaction in second language learning is important because: 
1) Only through interaction can the learner decompose the target 
language structures and derive meaning from classroom events. 
2) Interaction gives learners the opportunities to incorporate target 
language structures into their own speech. 
3) The meaningfulness for learners of classroom events of any kind, 
whether thought of as interactive or not, will depend on the extent to which 
communication has been joindy constructed between the teacher and learners 
(p. 10). 
Thus, interaction studies have focused on interaction as the location 
for language production, negotiation, and comprehension rather than as a 
location where social meanings are constructed. These studies ask questions 
such as: 
16 
What kind of speech modifications do native speakers make when 
interacting with second language learners (Chaudron, 1983; Clyne, 
1981; Gaies, 1977)? 
Does interaction and negotiation between second language learners 
provide the same degree of modified input, feedback on form, and 
modification of output that interaction between second language 
learners and native speakers provides (Hirvonen, 1985; Long & 
Porter, 1985; Pica, Lincoln-Porter, Paninos, & Linnell, 1996)? 
What is the relationship between quantity of interaction and language 
proficiency (Johnson, 1983; Saville-Troike, 1984)? 
What is the ratio of teacher to student talk in classrooms (Enright, 
1984; Legarreta, 1977)? 
How do teacher-fronted lessons versus student-student or informal 
teacher-student interactions differ in terms of grammaticality of 
input, negotiation of input, and amount of output (Enright, 1984; 
Long & Sato, 1983; Pica, 1987; Pica & Doughty, 1985)? 
What specific requests do learners make for input and is there any 
difference in older and younger learners (Brown, 1985)? 
Interest during the 1980s in interaction or input studies such as these 
was significant in the field of second language acquisition and helped to 
move research beyond a focus on syntactic form (Larsen-Freeman, 1985). 
Recognition that interaction could affect language acquisition and was an 
important source of language input and output for the learner encouraged 
researchers and practitioners to consider interactional contexts. 
Unfortunately, as with much SLA research, the findings of these types of 
interaction studies are inconclusive. A second set of descriptive studies 
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which are by design more sensitive to context are reviewed in the next 
section. 
Qualitative Interaction Studies 
The studies in this section are primarily concerned with universal 
factors that promote or inhibit second language acquisition. Examples of 
the questions typically posed in these studies are listed below: 
Which learner characteristics best promote second language 
learning (Gomez, 1987; Saville-Troike, 1984; Strong, 1983; Wong- 
Fillmore, 1976)? 
Does motivation to interact with native speaking peers promote 
second language acquisition (Chesterfield et al., 1983; Gomez, 1987; 
Strong, 1983; Tabors, 1987; Wong-Fillmore, 1976)? 
Which native speaking peer characteristics best promote second 
language development (Gomez, 1987; Hirvonen, 1985)? 
What ratio of second language learners and native speakers best 
promotes second language acquisition (Chesterfield et al., 1983; 
Wong-Fillmore, 1982, 1989, 1991a)? 
Which classroom structures and routines best support second 
language acquisition (Gomez, 1987; Strong, 1983; Wong-Fillmore, 
1982, 1991a)? 
Do second language learners need to have language in order to 
interact with native speakers (Gomez, 1987; Saville-Troike, 1985; 
Tabors, 1987, Wong-Fillmore, 1991a)? 
Like the quantitative interaction studies, the result of this line of 
inquiry has also been a quagmire of contradictory findings (Chaudron, 
1988; Larsen-Freeman & Long, 1991). These studies do consider 
18 
contextual features such as classroom structures, routines, the nature of the 
student population, the availability of native speakers, and the proficiency 
level of language learners, but treat them as independent variables which 
affect language acquisition. Some consider the input or lack of input 
provided by interlocutors (Chesterfield et al., 1983; Gomez, 1987; 
Hirvonen, 1985; Saville-Troike, 1984), but not how language learners gain 
access to this interaction. Others examine how children's language 
production varies across situations (Chesterfield et ah, 1983; Gomez, 1987; 
Saville-Troike, 1984; Strong, 1983; Wong-Fillmore, 1976, 1989, 1991a), 
but continue to look for predictable universal consistencies rather than 
considering the "particularity" (Bloome & Bailey, 1992) of context and 
each learner's experience within that context as unique. These studies give 
no interpretation to the social meanings of the interaction that occurs 
within these settings, the power relationships that influence this interaction, 
nor how these meanings affect students' access to interaction. 
Summary of Interaction Studies 
While the studies presented in this review have considered context 
and interaction in the process of language acquisition, many have treated 
context as an independent variable that affects the individual rather than 
19 
viewing the individual and the context as interrelated. Interaction and 
language have been defined in a linguistic, rather than a social sense. 
One explanation for the contradictory results is that the view of 
language interaction in these studies is limited in scope and is seen only as a 
variable, a source of the target language. The findings may have been 
contradictory because they were, in fact, context-dependent but focused on 
individuals. Each language learning setting presents a unique combination 
of factors which influence interaction. Contradictory findings can be 
expected since no two learning environments are identical and no two 
learners experience a learning environment in exactly the same way. One 
conclusion is that it may not be useful to treat contextual factors as separate 
independent variables. 
In typical interaction/input studies no mention is made as to how 
learners gain access to interaction; whether all learners have equal access; 
how power relations shape interaction; how local meanings of the verbal 
and non-verbal exchanges are constructed; what ideologies, identities and 
relationships are negotiated during this interaction; and how these processes 
may vary from context to context. Rather, the interaction studies assume 
equal access or ignore the factors which may limit access to interaction for 
some students. SLA researchers have instead continued to ask questions that 
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they hope will provide universal answers across contexts. To date, this has 
not proven to be a successful strategy. 
The following section presents an alternative conceptualization of 
language interaction which emphasizes social, rather than individual, 
processes and allows for an alternative set of questions regarding second 
language learners and interaction. 
A Social Theory of Language 
Judith Rodby (1992), a university English professor and ESL 
instructor, suggests an alternative theoretical orientation for second 
language research. Although Rodby is primarily interested in defining and 
understanding adult literacy practices, she provides a useful critique of 
SLA theory. Rodby reviews theories that have contributed to the often 
eclectic view that current ESL teachers hold and reflect in classroom 
practice. She identifies concepts drawn from linguistic, sociolinguistic, 
psycholinguistic, and social psychology and provides the same critique of 
all four. 
Basically, she believes that these orientations are shortsighted in their 
understanding of the dynamic and dialectical relationships between 
language and society. She critiques linguists as being essentially asocial, 
interested only in describing language as independent from social systems 
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and disciplines. She acknowledges that ESL research has drawn from 
sociolinguistics in appreciating the significance of social factors, but these 
variables have been treated as being outside of the process of second 
language acquisition. Rodby assesses psycholinguistic theory as being 
primarily concerned with the individual. From a psycholinguistic 
perspective, culture and society are treated as variables in models which 
focus on individual cognitive processes. In regards to social psychology, 
Rodby comments, "... while social psychology describes itself as the study 
of interaction, its primary objective of analysis may remain the cognitive 
processes of the individual. . . social psychologists factor both language 
and social interaction into formulae for cognitive processes" (p. 23). 
Second language acquisition theory has relied heavily on the fields of 
linguistics, sociolinguistics, psycholinguistics and social psychology. One 
result of this interdisciplinary mix is that theories related to second 
language learning typically focus on the individual rather than the 
relationship between the individual and society. A second impact has been 
the treatment of language and society as separate variables rather than 
interrelated. 
In order to move beyond the limited view of interaction and context 
that is currently represented in the majority of second language research, it 
is necessary to seek alternative theoretical perspectives. Conceptualizing 
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language from a different theoretical perspective allows a different set of 
questions. Rather than focusing only on how interaction supports or 
constrains individual cognitive processes, what occurs during interaction 
and its implications for participants can be analyzed. 
In Language and Power. Fairclough (1989) presents a social theory 
of language which moves from a narrow linguistic definition of language 
as an independent system to one which is dialectically related to society. 
Fairclough is specifically interested in language use, meanings, and unequal 
relations of power. A summary of the major components of his position 
are outlined below then discussed in greater detail. 
Fairclough views language as a social practice which is determined 
by social structures. These social structures are ideologically shaped by 
power relations and position people in different, sometimes asymmetrical 
ways. Language is shaped by these social structures, power relations, and 
ideologies and also has the potential to transform them, allowing for the 
possibility of social change. 
Language is not simply a linguistic system but is conceptualized as 
the site of ideological negotiations over power, meaning, social relations, 
and identity. From this perspective, language is seen as socially, rather than 
individually determined. This theory has significant relevance and 
application to the analysis of interaction in second language learning 
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contexts because it considers the social meaning of interaction, the social 
structures which shape interaction, and the implications for participants. A 
discussion and elaboration of these concepts follow. 
Language as a social practice focuses on language use and emphasizes 
the dialectical rather than external relationship between language and 
society. Fairclough proposes that when individuals use language, they do so 
in ways which are socially determined and subject to social convention. 
Whether this language use occurs in public domains or in highly intimate 
encounters, individuals are operating from a set of social conventions and 
are engaged in sustaining or changing social relationships. Individuals are 
able to act only as long as there are social conventions to act within. 
From this theoretical orientation, individual identities are not seen as 
existing separate from and outside society. Rather, identities are socially 
produced through the social positioning of individuals within various 
discourses. People implicate their relationships and identities to each other 
and position each other through communication. These positions can be 
taken-up, validated, ignored, resisted, or contested. Individual social 
identities are thus discursively constituted during interaction as a result of 
what people do. This contrasts with other more fixed conceptualizations of 
identity which rely on biology, psychology, spirituality, or cultural labels 
such as "American" and "Finnish" as the source of identity (Carbaugh, 
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1996). How identities are constructed in second language learning contexts 
has implications for students' participation in interaction and investment in 
education. 
Much of the second language acquisition research has focused on the 
individual cognitive processes involved in language learning. Fairclough 
does not deny these processes, but is interested in the production and 
interpretation of discourses with a focus on social, in addition, to linguistic 
meaning. He views production and interpretation as both cognitive and 
social. Cognitive he says, because they occur in people's heads, but social in 
the sense that they have social origins: 
... they are socially generated, and their nature is dependent on the social relations 
and struggles out of which they were generated ... people internalize what is 
socially produced and made available to them and use these internalized [resources] 
to engage in social practice, including discourse (p. 24). 
Internal resources that individuals bring to the production and 
interpretation of discourses are shaped by social structures which in turn 
shape the production and interpretation of discourses. 
Fairclough relates these social structures to three levels of social 
organization: 1) the level of the immediate circumstance or social 
environment; 2) the level of social institutions; and 3) the level of the 
society as a whole. From this view, analyzing social interaction moves 
beyond a purely linguistic analysis of individual processes to one which 
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includes the relationship between language and both broad and situational 
contexts. 
Within these contexts some practices, or discourse types, are more 
acceptable than others. For example, conversations, interviews, and oral 
examinations are discourse types which are associated with different social 
contexts. Each engenders different social relationships and positions and 
constructs participants in different ways depending on relationships of 
power. This positioning can affect who has access to which discourses. 
Language is the site of such power struggles. 
These power struggles are the result of underlying ideologies. 
Fairclough defines ideology as an "implicit philosophy" which governs 
practice and is often a taken for granted assumption linked to "common 
sense" which contributes to sustaining existing power relations of dominant 
discourses. The less visible and more naturalized an ideology becomes, the 
greater the likelihood that it will be interpreted as part of a common sense 
dominant point of view. When ideologies and related interactional routines 
are considered common sense, they become legitimated as the accepted way 
of conducting oneself and appear to lose their ideological character. Which 
discourses, practices, and meanings come to be accepted as common sense 
then, are in large part determined by who exercises power. The struggle 
between discourses and their underlying ideologies, says Fairclough, is the 
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struggle over the maintenance or establishment of a dominant common 
sense. Thus, socially constructed meanings are related to power. 
At the same time, Fairclough points out that while 
... there is a constant endeavor on the part of those who have power to try and 
impose an ideological common sense which holds true for everyone ... there is 
always some degree of ideological diversity, and indeed, conflict and struggle so 
that ideological uniformity is never completely achieved (p. 86). 
He believes that the source of this ideological diversity is not the individual, 
but results from the differences in positioning and interests among various 
social groups who enter into power relationships with each other. The 
result is ideological conflict which can occur at the level of the social 
situation, institution, or society at large. 
Challenge to these naturalized dominant discourses comes when they 
are confronted or contrasted with other often non-dominant ideological 
perspectives and practices. It is at these interfaces that creativity and change 
are most likely to flourish. As discussed earlier, individuals are in part 
socially determined, acting within accepted social conventions and yet, able 
to creatively transform these conventions through challenges to existing 
common sense discourses. For Fairclough, individual creativity is 
. . never the willful and extra social business it is portrayed as being; 
there are always particular social circumstances which enable it and 
constrain it" (p. 196). These stmggles take place in language and are about 
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the meanings*?/ language. Language is both the site of the struggle and the 
focus of the struggle. 
In order for change to occur it is necessary to identify how common 
sense assumptions are ideologically shaped by power relations and how 
language contributes to the domination of some people over others. The 
process of analysis and conscious awareness of these power dynamics is the 
first step toward such transformation. 
This socially oriented theory of language provides the foundation for 
asking questions about interaction in second language contexts that move 
beyond a strictly linguistic focus. It highlights the dialectical relationship 
between language and social structures and enables the researcher to 
(a) analyze the meanings constructed during interaction; (b) the 
relationship of these situated meanings to broader social contexts; and 
(c) the implications of these meanings for language learners. 
Chapter Summary 
In this chapter I have argued for a more social orientation to SLA 
interaction research. Traditional interaction studies have limited their 
treatment of interaction to a linguistic resource. Language has been viewed 
as an isolated system. Context has been treated as an independent variable 
affecting individual cognitive processes involved in second language 
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acquisition. SLA researchers have attempted to identify the most effective 
teaching methods and materials for supporting these cognitive processes. 
The results of such inquiries have been highly contradictory and 
inconclusive. One explanation may be the limited conceptualization of 
language, interaction, and context applied in this literature. This 
perspective does not account for power relations, the social meanings that 
are constructed during interaction, nor participants' access to this 
interaction. 
An alternative socially oriented conceptualization of language was 
presented in order to analyze the complexities of language interaction. 
From this perspective, language is not seen as separate from society but as 
a social practice, dialectically related to social structures. These social 
structures are ideologically shaped by power relations. As a result, 
individuals are positioned unequally with varying degrees of access to some 
discourses and some identities. These positions and social identities are not 
viewed as existing outside of society, but as being, at least in part, socially 
constituted, defined by what people do during interaction. Language and 
language interaction are conceptualized as the site of negotiations over 
power, relationships, identity, and social meaning. 
From this theoretical orientation alternative questions regarding 
interaction and second language learners can be formulated. Rather than 
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asking which universal methods and contexts are most conducive to 
promoting language acquisition, we can consider the social meanings 
constructed during interaction and the significance of these meanings to 
second language learners as they interact and are involved in power 
struggles related to the negotiation of ideologies, identities, social 
relationships, and access to local discourses. This analysis of 
communication ties the macro influences of society to the micro 
interactions of situated social interaction. The results of these interactions 
can have consequences for students' investment in language learning and 
future educational pursuits. 
An ethnographic design which is sensitive to the complexity of 
naturally occurring interaction and language analysis required for an 
investigation of this type was selected for this study. A description of the 
study design is provided in Chapter 3. 
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CHAPTER 3 
STUDY DESIGN 
Introduction 
Chapter 3 outlines the ethnographic design employed in this study. 
Included are: the justification for an ethnographic approach; the methods of 
establishing credibility; limitations of the study; the process of gaining 
access to the site; a description of the site and population; and the methods 
of data collection, data management, and data analysis. 
Ethnography 
It is in part due to the emerging interest in social context and social 
interaction that ethnography has been utilized by second language 
researchers. Ethnography allows the researcher to examine the interaction 
of learners in natural settings and to interpret the meaning of this 
interaction to those learners. Watson-Gegeo (1988) defines ethnography as 
". . . the study of people's behavior in naturally occurring, ongoing settings 
with a focus on the cultural interpretation of behavior ..." (p. 576). It is 
this emphasis on cultural interpretation, insists Wolcott (1987), that 
distinguishes ethnography from other types of qualitative research. 
Ethnography is not only descriptive, but interpretive. That is, ethnography 
focuses on not only what people are doing, but what influences this 
behavior, and what it means. 
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An ethnographic approach, which is sensitive to language and 
culture, was selected in order to understand what was happening in 
classrooms with regard to interaction and second language learners: 
"What is happening here?" may seem a trivial question at first glance. It is not 
trivial since everyday life is largely invisible to us .... We do not realize the 
patterns in our actions as we perform them .... Qualitative field work on teaching, 
through its inherent reflectiveness, helps the researchers and teachers to make the 
familiar strange and interesting again .... What is happening can become visible, 
and it can be documented systematically (Erickson, 1986, p. 121). 
One goal of this study was to observe and record language and 
behavior in order to describe, understand, and interpret social interaction 
in a mainstream classroom based on students' and teachers' perspectives. 
Ethnography is particularly sensitive to the complexity and uniqueness of 
naturally occurring individual settings. Understanding the situation from 
the perspective of the participants, an "emic" perspective, is one of the 
benefits of this study design and particularly applicable to the analysis of 
interaction. 
Establishing Credibility 
There are four techniques that were employed to establish credibility 
in this study. They are: 1) triangulation of sources; 2) triangulation of 
roles; 3) prolonged engagement; and 4) persistent observation. 
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Triangulation of Sources. Triangulation of sources was utilized to 
insure the trustworthiness of this study: 
Ethnographers use many types of data collection techniques, so that data collected 
in one way can be used to cross-check the accuracy of data gathered in another 
way. Just as a surveyor locates points on a map by triangulating on several sights, 
so an ethnographer pinpoints the accuracy of conclusions drawn by triangulating 
with several sources of data.... It also assists in correcting biases that occur 
when the ethnographer is the only observer of the phenomenon under investigation 
(Goetz and LeCompte, 1984, p. 11). 
Field notes, videotapes, audiotaped teacher interviews, informal 
student interviews, seating charts, notes from parent conferences, notes 
from teachers' meetings, and documents were the data sources used in this 
study. Having a variety of data allowed me to identify repeating themes 
which appeared in all the sources, confirming or disproving hypotheses 
that emerged in the course of the study. 
Videotapes were especially useful for cross-checking hypotheses as 
the tapes could be viewed numerous times from different perspectives. The 
tapes also lent themselves to transcription and microanalysis. Lincoln and 
Guba (1985), drawing on Eisner (1975), cite videotapes as a way to 
establish "referential adequacy": 
Videotape recordings ... provide the means for "capturing and holding episodes of 
classroom life" that could be later examined at leisure and compared to the critiques 
that had been developed from all of the data collected. The recorded materials 
provide a kind of benchmark against which later data analyses and interpretations 
(the critiques) could be tested for accuracy (p. 313). 
Triangulation of Roles. In addition to a triangulation of data sources, 
a triangulation of roles added depth and credibility to this study. Maurice 
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Sevigny (1981) refers to different stances that can be taken by the 
researcher which he calls "multiple observational perspectives." These 
include: "1) the complete participant; 2) the participant as concealed 
observer; 3) the observer as participant; 4) the complete observer" (p. 74). 
He maintains that data collected from various perspectives is a type of 
triangulation which allows the researcher to experience the research site in 
a variety of ways which leads to a deeper and more complete understanding 
of the dynamics of the situation. 
While being a participant can provide the researcher with more of an 
inside view, it is my experience that being purely an observer has benefits 
as well. From the position of being an observer it is possible to view, or 
videotape, large group interaction from the outside without being 
immersed in the situation. While it is impossible to be fully aware of 
everything that transpires in a classroom, it is useful to have the experience 
of being alternately immersed and removed from interaction by being both 
a participant observer and purely an observer. (In fact, being able to 
observe and reflect is a luxury that many classroom teachers wistfully long 
for while trying to meet the never ending demands and distractions of a 
classroom.) 
In this study, my role during observations included being a complete 
observer, a complete participant, and a participant observer. As a teacher 
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in the school and the ESL teacher of some of the children in the study, I 
was a teacher participant when I was teaching. In the kindergarten 
classroom, on the playground, or in the cafeteria I could be an observer, or 
a participant observer, not in charge or responsible for the children under 
observation. However, even when not in charge, I intervened in situations 
that I deemed unsafe. 
Prolonged Engagement and Persistent Observation. Two final 
techniques for establishing credibility as outlined by Lincoln and Guba 
(1985) are "prolonged engagement" and "persistent observation." 
Prolonged engagement... requires that the investigator be involved with a site 
sufficiently long to detect and take account of distortions that might otherwise creep 
into the data. First and foremost the investigator must deal with personal 
distortions. The mere fact of being a "stranger in a strange land" draws undue 
attention to the inquirer, with its attendant overreaction. It seems likely that unless 
the inquirer began as an accepted member of the group or agency being studied, 
distortions can never be overcome ... (p. 302). 
The period of prolonged engagement is intended to provide the investigator an 
opportunity to build trust (p. 303). 
The observations for this study spanned the period of one academic 
school year thus qualifying as prolonged engagement. In terms of being a 
"stranger in a strange land," I found myself in an interesting situation. 
Being known and a teacher in the school simplified the process of access, 
consent, taking notes, attending meetings, and de-emphasized the impact of 
my presence as I followed the kindergarten class through the school. 
However, even though I had been an elementary mainstream classroom 
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teacher, I felt more a stranger than I had expected when I entered the 
world of kindergarten as a researcher. The "familiness" and continuity 
over an entire day was such a contrast to the 45 minutes periods I was used 
to in the ESL classroom that I did have a sense of being unfamiliar with the 
setting. I also felt unfamiliar with my students in some ways because their 
behavior and experiences were often different in their mainstream 
kindergarten classroom than in the ESL room. I think this combination of 
being known, but in a new situation, was ideal for this study as it allowed 
me to have both access and fresh insight. It also gave me a feel for what the 
children experienced moving from one environment to another. 
Finally, Lincoln and Guba (1985) describe "persistent observation": 
The technique of persistent observation adds the dimension of salience to what 
might otherwise appear to be little more than a mindless immersion. If the purpose 
of prolonged engagement is to render the inquirer open to the multiple influences 
... that impinge upon the phenomenon being studied, the purpose of persistent 
observation is to identify those characteristics and elements in the situation that are 
most relevant to the problem or issue being pursued and focusing on them in detail. 
If prolonged engagement provides scope, persistent observation provides depth 
(p. 304). 
As themes and hypotheses began to emerge in the course of making 
observations, I was able to document the frequency and intensity with 
which they appeared because I was making observations over a long 
period, in a variety of settings, from a variety of roles. Thus, through 
persistent observation, I was able to identify what was important to 
children and teachers and where to focus my attention. 
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Limitations of the Study 
There are several possible limitations to the study which include 
data collection, the single researcher design, my political views, my 
intermediate Spanish language proficiency, and my status outside the Latino 
culture. Each of these limitations will be discussed below. 
One limitation related to data collection is that the data is more 
heavily weighted toward information about boys than girls. This is due to 
several factors. One is that there were more boys in the classroom than 
girls and more Spanish bilingual boys than Spanish bilingual girls. I tried 
to divide my observation time between the four boys and two girls as 
evenly as possible during free play activities. Due to the gendered nature of 
the children's friendships and activities within the classroom (discussed in 
detail in Chapter 6), I observed more events that were dominated by boys. 
I was following more boys than girls and the boys tended to play with boys 
or chose activities such as building with blocks that were less popular with 
the girls. An unfortunate result was that I have more information about the 
gender ideology, sub-culture, and interaction of the boys than I do about 
the girls. This problem was compounded when microanalysis revealed that 
whole class events tended to be dominated by boys, a common finding in 
American elementary classrooms (AAUW Report, 1992; Orenstein, 1994; 
Sadker & Sadker, 1994). Therefore, even when all the children were 
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present during class discussions, the data is skewed toward boys. This 
points to the need to consider not only how gender ideologies affect 
students in classrooms, but how they can also affect data collection and 
interpretation (Willett, 1996). 
A second limitation of this study is that it involves myself as a single 
researcher. While great effort was made toward triangulating data, there 
may remain biases that occur with only one observer collecting and 
interpreting the data. Verification with the classroom teacher, colleagues, 
and cultural informants helped to decrease the effects of a one-researcher 
design. 
In addition, my political leanings in favor of bilingual education and 
my position as the ESL teacher in the program must be acknowledged both 
historically in my support of our local program and as I conducted 
research. This may have influenced both my perception of the children's 
needs as well as my relationships with teachers in the building who were 
aware of this allegiance. The classroom teachers may have been more 
ambivalent about both the concept of bilingual education and the pull-out 
model as it exists in our school as they stmggled with balancing the 
academic, social, and emotional needs of their students. They may also have 
been more reluctant to express this opinion to me. 
38 
A fourth limitation is that while my Spanish proficiency is within a 
high intermediate range, it is not fluent nor of professional quality. I was 
usually able to communicate with the children in Spanish when necessary in 
most, but not all, circumstances. I relied on Spanish translators in 
professional parent-teacher settings such as conferences. Because I am not 
Latina I relied on cultural informants to review my interpretations of 
children's behavior. 
Access and Consent 
I was able to secure approval without difficulty from both the 
superintendent and my building principal to conduct the study. A written 
description of the intent of the study and request for consent were 
provided, in English and Spanish, to all parents and teachers involved in 
the study. All 23 children returned signed consent forms. Pseudonyms for 
children and teachers are used throughout the study. 
Site 
The setting for this study was a public elementary school in a New 
England college town. The school, River Valley Elementary ( a 
pseudonym), has approximately 380 students, grades K-6. There are 18 
single-grade, self-contained classrooms. Pull-out programs, where children 
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leave their classrooms for instruction, include ESL, Spanish TBE, special 
education, and instrumental music lessons. 
In order to select a classroom for the study, I made observations 
over the course of a year in each of the 18 classrooms for two weeks 
during the 30 minute morning meeting time. As a result, I identified a 
number of teachers who demonstrated a particularly high awareness of 
race, ethnicity, and gender issues. This was a significant factor because I 
wanted to conduct research in an environment where social issues were 
being directly addressed. I was not interested in producing yet another 
critique of a classroom teacher's lack of awareness regarding the needs of 
second language learners. Not only did I feel this would not contribute 
significantly to the literature, but it would have been politically unwise and 
counter productive to conduct such a study among my colleagues. The final 
selection of a classroom as a study site was based on: 1) the classroom 
teacher's demonstrated awareness of social issues concerning second 
language learners; 2) the teacher's willingness to participate in the study; 
and 3) the presence of second language learners in the classroom. 
Teachers 
Four teachers, Mrs. Ryan, the kindergarten teacher; Ms. Diaz, the 
kindergarten aide; Mrs. Gonzalez, the Spanish TBE teacher; and myself, 
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the ESL teacher, were included in the study. There were no observations of 
Mrs. Gonzalez teaching, but she was interviewed and did pariticipate in 
some videotaped kindergarten whole class discussions. 
Mrs. Ryan was a skilled African American teacher with over 20 
years of experience at the primary level. She had graduate level training in 
multiculturalism and was committed to social justice. She was not a Spanish 
speaker, but was working on learning basic Spanish vocabulary. She had 
participated in a French immersion program when she was in elementary 
school. 
Ms. Diaz was hired specifically by Mrs. Ryan to support the Spanish 
dominant children in the classroom, although she was expected to work 
with all of the children. She had previous experience as an aide in a 
kindergarten. She was highly proficient in both English and Spanish. Ms. 
Diaz was in graduate school during the year of the study earning a degree 
in bilingual education and therefore had both experience and training 
working with bilingual children. 
The Spanish TBE teacher, Mrs. Gonzalez, also worked with the 
kindergarten children both in their classroom during math class and in the 
TBE room for language arts instruction. She held a Master's degree in 
bilingual education and had previous experience at the elementary and 
secondary level. Her English and Spanish were both of professional quality. 
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As the ESL teacher I worked with the children for 45 minutes each 
day either in the ESL classroom or in the mainstream kindergarten 
depending on the kindergarten schedule and the units of instruction. I was 
certified and experienced in both elementary education and English as a 
second language. I had six years of experience as an elementary classroom 
teacher and six years of experience as an English as a second language 
teacher. I am a native English speaker. I speak three additional languages at 
an intermediate level of proficiency. I am able to communicate in Spanish 
although it is not at a professional level of fluency or sophistication. 
Students 
Families in the River Valley School District have historically been 
white, middle-class, home owners. The construction of several apartment 
and condominium complexes has changed this demographic pattern by 
providing available affordable housing and the school is now more 
socioeconomically, racially, and ethnically diverse. The predominant 
ethnicity of students, as reported by the school district, is 73% of European 
descent, 9% African, 6% Asian, 11% Hispanic, and .2% Native American 
(terminology used in the district's report). 
The classroom consisted of 23 kindergarten students. Although it is 
highly unusual in this school, the classroom population remained stable 
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during the course of the year. The ethnicity of the students in this class 
was: 70% European descent, 26% Hispanic, and 4% Native American. 
Of the 23 students in this classroom, six were Spanish dominant, one 
was proficient in English but also spoke several American Indian 
languages, and one was a native Russian speaker with a high degree of 
English proficiency. The remainder of the students were monolingual 
English speakers of European ethnicity. 
The institutional designation of the Spanish dominant children who 
attended the bilingual program was "TBE student" and the designation for 
children who were dominant in languages other than Spanish and attended 
English classes was "ESL student." Classroom teachers sometimes referred 
to these students as "Ms. Hruska's students" or "Ms. Gonzalez's students" 
rather than using the institutional designation when alerting the children 
that it was time to go to ESL or TBE class. 
In the kindergarten classroom all of the six Spanish dominant 
children were enrolled in the TBE program. There were no children 
attending ESL who were not Spanish dominant. Because the label "TBE 
student" emphasizes the transitional nature of the native language 
instruction rather than the students' bilingualism as a positive attribute, I 
have chosen to refer to these children as "Spanish bilingual" children. 
There were other bilingual children in the classroom who did not attend 
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ESL because their English was highly proficient. The term "Spanish 
bilingual" is to distinguish the children in this study from other bilingual 
children in the classroom. When contrasting the Spanish bilingual children 
to the rest of the class, I have chosen the term "mainstream" children 
because monolingual English, English dominant, and native English 
speakers do not accurately describe this group. 
The six Spanish bilingual children, Dalbert, Felix, Hector, Claudia, 
Susana, and Francisco, were enrolled in the Spanish TBE program by 
parental request. These students qualified because they were Spanish 
dominant. Language proficiency was determined by a combination of 
listening, speaking, reading, and writing assessments administered at the 
beginning and end of the year in English and Spanish. Since Spanish 
instruction was not offered in any of the other schools in the district, three 
of the Spanish bilingual children in the kindergarten plus Spanish bilingual 
students in other grades who lived outside the River Valley School zone 
were bused from the other elementary schools in town. 
All of the TBE students in this class spoke Spanish at home. In four 
out of six cases their parents spoke some degree of English as well. Of the 
six Spanish bilingual children all were Spanish dominant at the beginning 
of the year. Two of the six children were considered to have Spanish skills 
that were developmentally below their age when they entered kindergarten. 
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These two students were referred to special education services by the end 
of the year by the Spanish bilingual teacher and the classroom teacher. 
Five of the six children had attended English Head Start programs 
the year before so this was not their first exposure to English. All of the 
children knew some degree of English at the beginning of the year ranging 
from a few words to the ability to communicate basic information. All of 
the children made progress in the areas of listening and speaking by the end 
of the year. The progress in literacy skills ranged more widely and was 
correlated to the strength of their Spanish language skills at the beginning 
of the year. 
As a group, all the children spoke Spanish and shared a common 
Latino culture, but were also diverse in many ways. The children's families 
had been in the local community for varying periods of time. Some had 
extended family nearby, some did not. Some planned to return to their 
country of origin shortly, some were uncertain, some traveled back and 
forth, and some were here to stay. 
Dalbert, Felix, Hector, and Claudia were from Puerto Rico. Dalbert 
had been born on the US mainland. Felix and Hector had been here for two 
years but their family (the boys were brothers) planned to return to Puerto 
Rico the following year. Susana was newly arrived from El Salvador and 
there was some uncertainty if the family would be returning within the 
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year. Francisco was from Mexico. His family was here temporarily and left 
the area in June. The families were also quite diverse in their 
socioeconomic status and level of education. Some parents were illiterate in 
their native language, some literate and educated in both Spanish and 
English, and one family was here on academic exchange with the local 
university. 
These features affected the families' cultural practices. Families that 
had been here the longest and were not near extended family members 
tended to have adopted more of the dominant American cultural practices 
and discourses than families that were here temporarily or were newly 
arrived. Therefore, although the children did share a common language 
(with regional variations, of course) and a common Latino culture, there 
was also a diversity among them that made it difficult to make sweeping 
generalizations about their cultural practices. 
Data Collection and Data Management 
My role, identified earlier, was that of a participant observer during 
the course of the study. Depending on the situation, my role shifted from 
being the teacher-in-charge, to supporting the classroom teacher, to simply 
observing. However, in all cases I remained in the role of an adult. Unlike 
Corsaro (1985), I did not enter the children's world as an equal 
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participant because of my teacher status, but I was able to take field notes 
and videotape that world unobtrusively at close range. 
Observations were conducted over the course of one school year 
from September to June beginning on the first day of school and ending on 
the last. There were typically one to three observations made daily. Each 
observation was 20-45 minutes in length and occurred during the following 
activities: arrival to school, morning meeting, lunch, recess, ESL, indoor 
"choice" (free play) time, social studies, science, language arts, library, 
music, art, gym, and all-school events. Morning meeting and free choice in 
the mainstream classroom were selected as the main focus for this study 
because they occurred at a regular time of day when all of the children 
were in the room. Morning meeting was a teacher-led event that was 
typical of all classrooms at the beginning of the day. Children usually sat in 
a circle on the floor and participated in various activities such as a morning 
greeting, taking attendance, lunch count, reviewing the daily schedule, 
sharing, and sometimes a song or game. The choice time period in 
kindergarten was less directly supervised and consisted of free play in 
different activity centers such as art, listening, blocks, drama, writing, and 
puppets. 
Data were collected through field notes, videotapes, audiotaped hour- 
long teacher interviews, informal teacher interviews, informal student 
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interviews, student profiles, seating charts, notes from parent conferences, 
notes from teachers' meetings, and documents. Management of these data is 
described below. 
Field notes were collected during all observations unless I was the 
teacher in charge in which case they were recorded as soon after the event 
as possible. Handwritten notes were kept in spiral notebooks with a 1/3 left 
hand margin that was utilized for ongoing analysis, questions, hypotheses, 
and expanding my field observations. This notebook was in full view of the 
teachers and students and when asked, I explained that I was writing down 
what was happening. Otherwise, the notes drew no undue attention. Field 
notes were reviewed daily and expanded when necessary. Review of field 
notes guided observation for the next day. 
I videotaped a minimum of two 30 minute blocks per week over the 
course of the year. The video camera was sometimes focused on the whole 
class when they were gathered together and sometimes focused on the 
interactions among a select group of students. I kept abbreviated field notes 
while I was taping. The tapes were then viewed and indexed regarding 
time, place, participants, and general topic of conversation. Select events 
were transcribed throughout the year for analysis. 
I conducted audiotaped semi-formal interviews and participated in 
numerous non-recorded informal conversations with the classroom teacher, 
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classroom aide, and TBE teacher. I also interviewed the classroom teacher, 
the classroom aide, and the Spanish TBE teacher. Interviews were based on 
questions that arose in the course of data collection and analysis. I used 
prepared questions based on the data, but the interviews were not highly 
structured and allowed the teachers to introduce topics and add information 
as the interview progressed. These interviews were conducted near the 
beginning and end of the year and were transcribed immediately. Brief 
informal individual student interviews were conducted when I wanted 
clarification about an interaction or when I wanted to ask everyone the 
same question. 
Daily seating charts were kept to record where students chose to sit 
in the morning circle. Classroom documents such as notices to parents, 
newsletters, and children's work were also collected. Notes from parent 
conferences and meetings between teachers concerning the kindergarten 
program or kindergarten students were kept in the same notebook as my 
field notes. 
Personal student profiles were constructed on each Spanish bilingual 
child in the kindergarten on a weekly basis which entailed gathering all the 
field notes on each child for the week and recording them in separate 
notebooks. This provided an overview of each child's language use, 
interaction, and teacher evaluations. The location of this information in 
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field notes was recorded so that the entire interaction could also be 
referred to in context. A chart which summarizes the corpus of data is 
presented in Table 1 below: 
Table 1. Corpus of Data. 
Type of Data Quantity Total Amount 
Field notes Approx. 70 words per page 830 pages 
Videotapes 20 tapes of 2 hours each 
Approx. 80 separate observations 
40 hours 
Teacher interviews 4 audiotaped one hour interviews 4 hours 
Seating charts Recorded daily (Sept.-March) 113 charts 
Classroom documents 17 17 
Observations occurred from September-June. 
Approximately two, 20- 45 minutes observations were made each day. 
Data Analysis 
Data analysis, like data collection and data management, began on the 
first day of school and continued throughout the study. Field notes, 
videotapes, interviews, and documents were reviewed regularly using 
standard ethnographic analytic techniques (Goetz and LeCompte, 1984; 
Patton, 1990, Spradley, 1980). Analytic memos were composed on a 
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weekly basis and were reviewed at several points in the study. These 
memos served to identify patterns, themes, questions, and to formulate 
hypotheses. Four broad research questions emerged from these early 
analyses and guided subsequent data collection and data analysis: 
1. How are bilingualism, gender, and friendship constructed and 
displayed during interaction within a specific school and 
specific classroom context? 
2. What are the ideologies, identities, and social relationships 
relevant to these constructions? 
3. What are the meanings associated with these ideologies, 
identities, and social relations to the participants? 
4. What are the implications of these meanings for second 
language learners? 
Initial analyses related to these four questions involved scanning and 
indexing the entire corpus of data several times. The data were then 
categorized and organized according to their relevance to the research 
questions. Selective coding was conducted on field notes, interviews, and 
videotaped data. This triangulation of sources served to support or 
disconfirm emerging hypotheses regarding the meanings and implications 
of bilingualism, gender, and friendship. 
During the early phases of the analysis, I found myself resisting 
initial findings and interpretation of events. As a teacher at the site I was 
invested in the belief that those of us working at the school and 
participating in the study were all "doing a good job." I knew we were 
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working very hard and conscientiously on behalf of our students. The 
consequences of the local constructions of bilingualism, gender, and 
friendship for the second language learners in the study disturbed me. All 
the children looked so happy and the program appeared to be running so 
smoothly. I had not been aware of these constructions prior to the study 
and found myself struggling to accept what the data were presenting. As a 
teacher I wanted to believe that I was supporting my students through my 
beliefs and practices, not that my beliefs and practices were constraining 
them in some very basic ways. As a researcher I was interested in the 
meanings I had uncovered. 
This internal struggle between teacher and researcher served to focus 
my data collection and sent me back to the data searching for negative cases 
and applying various hypotheses. This analytic phase served to deepen my 
understanding of classroom events. As a result of this process it became 
clear that in order to interpret the meaning of interaction in the local 
environment I needed to consider issues of power. 
Considering issues of power required three levels of analysis 
regarding the construction and meanings of bilingualism, gender, and 
friendship: 1) a broad social analysis; 2) a mid-level institutional analysis; 
and 3) a local situational analysis (Cummins, 1996; Fairclough, 1989). 
In this study the broad level of analysis involved identifying the dominant 
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discourses of bilingualism, gender, and friendship as they were constructed 
and reflected in the professional literature and government policies. This 
broad level analysis served as the wider context for the mid-level analyses. 
Mid-level analyses focused on how the discourses were constructed 
and reflected in state, district, and local institutional programs, policies, 
and practices. Teacher and student ideologies of bilingualism, gender, and 
friendship were described, illustrated, compared, and contrasted. These 
broad and mid-level analyses served as the wider context for the 
microanalysis of classroom interaction. 
Twenty-five classroom events representative of whole class, small 
group, and free play activities were selected and transcribed according to 
their relevance to the broad research questions and theoretical framework. 
The process of transcription itself served as an initial level of analysis. 
Repeated viewings of the videotapes revealed nuances and subtleties that 
were not readily apparent during the initial indexing process. Both verbal 
and relevant non-verbal interaction were included. Half of these transcripts 
were microanalyzed using the procedure outlined by Erickson (1992): 
1) the entire event was reviewed; 2) major constituent parts of the event 
were delineated; 3) the organizational features were identified within the 
major parts of the event; 4) the action of individuals was interpreted; and 
5) a comparative analysis of instances across the research corpus was 
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conducted. The following questions guided the microanalysis and 
interpretation: 
1. What is the event (Erickson, 1992)? 
2. What is the activity (Fairclough, 1989)? 
How was it initiated and by whom? 
3. What is the topic (Fairclough, 1989)? 
How was it initiated and by whom? 
Is it supported or ignored and by whom? 
Who participates? Who does not? 
4. What is the purpose (Fairclough, 1989)? 
Are there official and unofficial purposes/agendas? 
Are these purposes/agendas complimentary or conflicting? 
5. Who is involved (Fairclough, 1989)? 
6. Which ideologies are being negotiated, validated, and 
contested (Fairclough, 1989)? 
7. What social identities are being negotiated, validated, and 
contested (Carbaugh, 1996; Fairclough, 1989; Lemke, 1995)? 
8. What social relationships are being negotiated, validated, and 
contested (Carbaugh, 1996; Fairclough, 1989)? 
9. What positions are being negotiated, validated, and contested 
(Carbaugh, 1996)? 
10. Are bilingualism, friendship, and gender salient (Carbaugh, 
1996)? When? How? 
11. What are the meanings constructed for bilingualism, gender, 
and friendship across situations (Lemke, 1995)? 
12. What are the implications of these analyses for second 
language learners? 
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These 12 questions were systematically applied at the level of a turn 
(one person's turn in an interaction) in each of the analyzed transcripts. 
This involved starting with question 1 and progressing through the 
transcript applying question 1 to each turn. This was repeated with each 
question. The resulting analysis was a long list of answers related to the 
research questions. Some of the questions, such as questions 1-3, rarely 
changed as the selected videotaped segments tended to focus on single 
events. Questions 4-12, however, were more complex and the answers and 
interpretations varied throughout a single transcript. There were occasions 
when I was unable to immediately answer a question and interpret an 
interaction. Often microanalysis of other transcripts provided clues to 
possible meanings. Sometimes consultation with a cultural informant 
provided the necessary insight. On other occasions a different theoretical 
orientation provided a new framework for interpretation such as when I 
decided to include issues of power. 
Sections of transcripts, which represented both typical and unique 
classroom interactions, were selected in order to illustrate specific points 
about the meanings and implications of the discourses of bilingualism, 
gender, and friendship as they were expressed in the classroom. 
Chapters 4-8 present the three levels of data analysis. Chapter 4 
provides an analysis at a broad level of the dominant conceptualizations and 
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meanings of bilingualism, gender, and friendship in the professional 
literature. Chapters 5-7 describe the mid-level institutional and classroom 
constructions of bilingualism, gender, and friendship. Chapter 8 
concentrates on the microanalysis of two classroom events and the 
integration of bilingualism, gender, and friendship in these interactions. 
Thus, the broad level analyses of Chapter 4 serve as context for the mid¬ 
level analyses of Chapters 5-7 which in turn serve as the wider context for 
the microanalyses of Chapter 8. 
56 
CHAPTER 4 
BILINGUALISM, GENDER, AND FRIENDSHIP: 
CONCEPTUALIZATION AND ANALYSIS OF LITERATURE 
Introduction 
The purpose of this chapter is to identify the dominant discourses of 
bilingualism, gender, and friendship in the professional literature. 
Particular attention is focused on how these discourses are conceptualized 
in this literature and the implications for local practices involving second 
language learners. Alternative conceptualizations of bilingualism, gender, 
and friendship as socially constructed concepts are proposed based on the 
theoretical framework presented in Chapter 2 which views language as the 
site for social meaning construction and power negotiations. 
Conceptualization of Bilingualism 
Bilingualism is not simply an individual trait related to multiple 
language proficiency nor can it be reduced to an independent variable 
which is factored into cognitive and emotional development. Bilingualism 
is also a socially constructed concept situated in broad historical, political, 
and educational contexts and takes on diverse meanings in local 
communities (Glick, 1987). 
Early research on bilingualism in the United Stated focused on the 
relationship between bilingualism and intelligence (Crawford, 1989; 
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Edwards, 1994; Hakuta, 1986). These studies in the early 1900s 
concentrated on immigrant populations and involved administering English 
language IQ tests to distinct racial groups. Based on the resulting test 
scores, immigrants were found to be intellectually inferior and "feeble- 
minded." Two dominant theories at the time were that bilingualism caused 
mental confusion and that bilinguals were genetically inferior (bilingualism 
being associated with race). Neither the accuracy of the measurement 
instruments nor the appropriateness of administering English IQ tests to a 
largely non-English proficient immigrant population were considered. 
Bilingualism, in this context, came to be equated with disadvantage and 
handicap. Influenced by these conceptualizations, subsequent research 
pursued the assumed relationship between bilingualism and intelligence, the 
psychological and emotional conflicts of bilinguals, and the language 
"retardation” which resulted from speaking two languages. 
A different construction of bilingualism, however, was evolving in 
Canada during the 1960s in the context of increasing political status for 
French and French speakers. Peal and Lambert (1962) reviewed the earlier 
American studies discrediting their validity. From their own research they 
concluded that bilingual subjects were superior to monolingual subjects in 
certain verbal and non-verbal measures and experienced greater "cognitive 
flexibility." Although methodologically criticized, this study marked the 
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beginning of the bilingualism as a benefit discourse, contrasting sharply 
with the American construction of bilingualism. 
Hakuta (1986), in reviewing the contradiction of bilingualism as 
handicap and bilingualism as benefit, concludes that much of the 
discrepancy can be attributed to study design and lack of attention to socio- 
contextual features beyond the individual's linguistic ability, a view shared 
by others (Cummins, 1994; Glick, 1987; Hamers & Blanc, 1989; Taylor, 
1987). All research, he asserts, reflects the sociopolitical climate of the 
time and the social status of the researchers. For example, in the United 
States, the handicap discourse emerged at a time when there was interest in 
stemming the influx of immigration into the country, while in Canada there 
was a political advantage to demonstrating the benefits of bilingualism for 
French-Canadians. 
Debate over the relationship between bilingualism and intelligence 
has cooled, though the dispute over social and educational advantages and 
disadvantages of bilingualism has not. These two discourses are evident in 
the debate over bilingual education in the United States where there is 
currently significant contention over the use of native language instruction 
in educating second language students. The following section will 
commence with a brief history of bilingual education in the U.S. in order 
to understand the relationship between power, politics, and language use in 
59 
public schools. This will be followed by an examination of the effectiveness 
literature on bilingual education, a body of research which is both 
controversial and inconclusive. The contradictory nature of the literature is 
a reflection of the opposing discourses on bilingual education. On one side 
of this debate are those who advocate for all-English instruction, on the 
other are those who support a bilingual approach. The controversy has 
encompassed theoretical, practical, and political arenas. A discussion of 
these two discourses and their implications for local policies and practices 
conclude the review. 
History of Bilingual Education in the United States 
Multilingualism and bilingual education are not new to the United 
States (Madrid, 1990). When the first European immigrants arrived in 
North America in the sixteenth century there were over 500 indigenous 
languages spoken here (Nieto, 1986). These indigenous languages were not 
held in high esteem, however, and most were eventually eradicated by the 
U.S. government (Crawford, 1989; Dicker, 1996). Subsequent European 
immigration spread new languages across the continent. This linguistic 
diversity was reflected in government, literature, religion, the military, 
financial transactions, theater, and the arts. Native language and bilingual 
instruction were available in some early immigrant communities that 
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advocated for and supported their existence (Crawford, 1989; Dicker, 
1996; Nieto, 1986). 
However, a backlash against the sudden increase of immigrants at the 
turn of the twentieth century in combination with the advent of World 
War I and an anti-immigrant, anti-foreign sentiment, prompted individual 
states to begin restricting the public use of languages other than English. 
Particular emphasis was placed on eliminating German bilingual and 
foreign language programs due to their association with Nazi Germany 
(Crawford, 1989 ). Being American became equated with speaking 
English. 
In the 1970s bilingual education reappeared along with multicultural 
education on the back of the Civil Rights movement in response to 
inequality, racism, and ethnocentrism in schools (Crawford, 1989; Lyons, 
1990; Nieto, 1992). Legislation at the time such as the Civil Rights Act 
(1964), the Bilingual Education Act (1968) (also referred to as Title VII, 
an amendment to the 1965 Elementary and Secondary Education Act), and 
the Equal Educational Opportunities Act (1974) laid the foundation for 
services for language minority students. The Civil Rights Act and the Equal 
Educational Opportunities Act were mandatory. The Bilingual Education 
Act was voluntary and allotted funding for bilingual programs, but was not 
a direct legal mandate for bilingual education at a federal level. It was 
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unclear at the time if the purpose of the law was to ease the transition to 
English or to develop and maintain minority languages (Crawford, 1989). 
This debate has intensified rather than diminished over time. 
The legal mandates that have been handed down were designed by 
the courts as remedies for the neglect and inequalities experienced by 
language minority students. In particular the Lau v. Nichols (1974) case, 
tried on behalf of Chinese-American students in California who were not 
receiving any type of special assistance, is considered a landmark decision 
of this type. The Supreme Court, based on the Civil Rights Act and Equal 
Opportunities Acts, mled that"... there is no equality of treatment by 
merely providing students with the same facilities, textbooks, teachers and 
curriculum; students who do not understand English are effectively 
foreclosed from any meaningful education" (Colon-Morera et al., 1993, 
p. 38). The Court did not mandate native language instruction but did 
require schools to make the curriculum accessible to non-English dominant 
students. Schools were required to file a plan to insure compliance (Rossell 
& Baker, 1996). 
The Lau v. Nichols ruling resulted in a task force which created the 
Lau Remedies in 1975. These remedies served to guide schools in 
providing accessible services to linguistic minorities and went beyond the 
court decision by recommending Transitional Bilingual Education (TBE) 
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programs (Colon-Morera et al., 1993; Lyons, 1990; Rossell & Baker, 
1996). Many communities responded to these guidelines with bilingual 
programs funded with federal grant money although native language 
instruction was not mandatory. The Bilingual Education Act has been 
reauthorized and revised a number of times since 1968. The nature of the 
modifications has depended on the political climate at the time (Dicker, 
1996; Hakuta, 1986). The Carter administration, for example, proposed 
strengthening the bilingual component. The subsequent Reagan 
administration increased funding to all-English programs (Lyons, 1990). 
The reaction to providing native language services to linguistically 
diverse students in public schools was, and continues to be, controversial. 
The population of language minority students is currently increasing, 
which sustains a focus on the issue. Contradictory research serves to fuel 
the fire and influence federal and state legislation. Examples of this 
literature and are presented in the next section in order to illustrate the 
contentious and inconclusive nature of the effectiveness debate. 
Effectiveness Literature 
While there are a variety of pedagogical approaches for educating 
second language learners, the use of native language instruction is at the 
heart of most debates. This divides the ranks and related literature into 
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roughly two contingents, those who favor native language instruction and 
those who support all-English programs. 
In defense of their preferred instructional approach, the English- 
only and bilingual advocates both cite literature that supports their position. 
They also critique the opposing perspective by challenging study designs, 
theoretical premises, and study findings related to language acquisition and 
classroom practice. One example is a particularly well-publicized U.S. 
report. This was an eight year longitudinal federally mandated study which 
compared the effectiveness of three types of elementary instructional 
programs for language minority students (Ramirez, 1992). The study 
followed 2,000 Spanish dominant, limited English proficient students in 9 
school districts, 51 schools, and 554 classrooms for four years tracking and 
comparing their English acquisition and academic progress in the three 
different program types. 
One program type was an English-only or immersion model. 
Students received instruction solely in English which was adapted for 
language learners. The second model was an early-exit or transitional 
bilingual education (TBE) program in which students received some native 
language instruction in addition to English. The native language instruction 
in TBE programs was phased out as children were transitioned to all 
English mainstream programs. The third model was a late-exit, or 
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developmental bilingual program, in which students received both native 
language and English instruction throughout grades K-6. 
One challenge faced by the research team was how to accurately 
compare program models and program effectiveness. To address this issue, 
analyses were conducted in two phases. Phase one was designed to control 
for differences in instructional treatment and background characteristics 
across programs. Phase two assessed the relative effectiveness of the three 
program types after phase one had been completed. Even with these 
analytical compensations, the researchers state that study findings are 
limited to Spanish speaking language minority students enrolled in 
programs similar to those selected for the study. 
The study concluded that native language instruction does not 
interfere with or delay English language acquisition, but rather helps 
limited English proficient students catch-up to English speaking peers in 
English language arts, reading, and math. Late-exit students who received 
the greatest amount of native language instruction over the longest period 
of time demonstrated the highest level of achievement. An additional 
advantage of late-exit programs, cited by the researchers, was a higher 
level of parental involvement in their children's schooling. 
In contrast, students who received English-only instruction lost 
ground over time, even though English-only and early-exit students 
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exhibited similar achievement at the end of third grade. The English-only 
students were more likely to fall behind their English dominant peers by 
sixth grade than students who had received native language support. And, 
in contrast to stated program goals, English-only and early-exit students 
were not rapidly transitioned into mainstreamed classrooms but received 
support for at least five years until they were able to fully access the 
mainstream program. 
Based on the study findings, the researchers for the Ramirez study 
stated that students require a minimum of six years of support to attain 
academic proficiency in English. They concluded that native language 
instruction was a critical component of student success and endorsed late- 
exit program models. When this is not a feasible alternative, the team 
recommended that children's native language be utilized as much as 
possible through the use of instructional aides, parental involvement, and 
peer tutoring. 
The study results and recommendations were cited by bilingual 
advocates as proof of the effectiveness of well-run effective bilingual 
programs for promoting English acquisition and academic success 
(Cummins, 1992, 1996; Dicker, 1996; Dolson & Mayer, 1992; Freeman & 
Freeman, 1994; Gonzalez & Maez, 1995; Wiley & Lukes, 1996). English- 
only advocates, on the other hand, launched an attack. 
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Rossell (1992), for example, critiqued the Ramirez study design. 
She challenged site and program selection, program designation, student 
language dominance and proficiency, teacher training, program policies 
and procedures, the thoroughness of data collection, and the accuracy of 
the data analysis in spite of the research team's attempts to analytically 
address these issues. In light of these numerous flaws, she concluded that no 
confidence could be placed in the study findings. Therefore, no conclusions 
could be drawn about the superior effectiveness of the late-exit program 
model. She noted that the study had also failed to take into account the 
"costs" of bilingual education such as the reduction of instructional time for 
some subjects, social segregation of bilingual students, and actual monetary 
expenditures. 
Also in response to the Ramirez Report, Meyer and Feinberg (1992) 
noted the limitations of the study such as non-random program selection, 
variations in teacher expertise, student selection, student mobility, biases in 
the data, and generalizability of the results. Porter (1990), presented an 
interpretation that differed from Ramirez, and reported that the Ramirez 
study demonstrated that there was no advantage to bilingual models since 
the immersion and early-exit students performed equally and "... that 
students who stayed in bilingual education the longest actually did the 
worst" (p. 26). Baker (1992) challenged the theoretical foundations of the 
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study and stated, that as a result, the finding of a positive effect of the late- 
exit programs was probably invalid. Baker provided an alternative 
theoretical hypothesis and a reinterpretation of some findings. 
Divergent interpretations of the same data are not uncommon. In 
1983, the Dade County School Board commissioned a study to compare the 
effectiveness of their bilingual and English-only programs. Porter (1990) 
cited the study as evidence of the lack of educational and emotional support 
offered by bilingual education. Dicker (1996) countered these conclusions 
by pointing out that in some areas the English-only students demonstrated 
no greater progress than the bilingual program students and in some cases 
less. She also cited data which indicated that the bilingual program did 
provide affective advantages for some students and teachers. 
Rossell and Ross (1986) in a review of literature reported that when 
English-only and TBE programs were compared, 71% of TBE programs 
were no different and no worse than English-only programs. This was seen 
as a case for all-English instruction. Krashen (1991), interpreting the same 
data, demonstrated that the TBE programs were as good if not better than 
English-only programs 79% of the time. This, he claimed, was evidence 
that children performed as well, if not better, in TBE programs even when 
they had less exposure to English. 
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Baker and de Kanter (1983) reviewed 39 studies (after eliminating 
hundreds of others on the grounds that they were methodologically 
unsound) to determine the effectiveness of TBE programs. They reported 
that there was no evidence to support the implementation of TBE programs 
over all-English models. Willig (1985) performed a meta-analysis on the 
same data and concluded that there was an advantage for the students in 
TBE programs. Both reviews had significant effects on federal language 
policies (Secada, 1990). 
Rossell and Baker (1996) combined the previously mentioned Rossell 
and Ross (1986) and Baker and de Kanter (1983) reviews and updated the 
literature to create a combined review. They considered over 500 studies 
and eliminated all but 72 on the grounds that they were not scientifically 
well-designed. They again reported that the studies offered "... no 
consistent research support for TBE programs as a superior instructional 
practice for improving English language achievement in Limited English 
Proficient children” (p. 49). 
Krashen, (1996b) reviewed 18 of the same 72 studies and included 
21 studies that had been rejected by Rossell and Baker. He prefaced the 
review by indicating that he selected only this subset because they appeared 
in the professional literature. The other studies reviewed by Rossell and 
Baker, he reported, had been unpublished reports and were not readily 
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available (nor reliable he seemed to imply). Krashen reviewed each study 
and systematically addressed the criticisms mounted by Rossell and Baker. 
He claimed to have found "numerous problems" with their report. He 
challenged the study designs and contradicted Rossell and Baker's 
interpretations of some studies and questioned their omission of others 
suggesting they were omitted because they were supportive of bilingual 
education. Krashen's "final score" when the re-evaluation of studies was 
complete identified 12 studies which supported bilingual education, 4 which 
demonstrated no difference between bilingual education and immersion 
programs, and 2 which showed bilingual education to be less effective. Of 
the 6 studies that did not favor bilingual education, Krashen critiqued them 
for being either short-term or not including an adequate description of the 
bilingual program. 
Rossell and Baker (1996) and Krashen (1996a) also differed in their 
interpretation of opinion surveys which measured parental attitudes toward 
bilingual education. Both sides cited parents as supporting their positions as 
evidenced by their responses on opinion polls. Rossell and Baker reported 
that"... bilingual education and native language instruction are of low 
salience for adults in general and for language minority parents" (p. 182). 
Furthermore, instruction in ethnic heritage was not found to be among 
parents' top three educational priorities for their children. Krashen, 
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reviewing both overlapping and additional surveys, found "... consistent 
support for bilingual education" (p. 430). He countered that even though 
ethnic heritage was not cited as one of parents' top three priorities it was 
not evidence of a lack of concern. 
The two opposing sides explain this consensual gap in parental 
surveys by arguing that how questions are worded can dramatically affect 
responses. Rossell and Baker demonstrated that when parents were made 
aware that providing native language instruction requires decreasing time 
that could be devoted to English instruction their support for bilingual 
programs declined. They claim that pro-bilingual surveys rarely make this 
"trade-off" explicit. Krashen countered that surveys which indicate 
opposition to bilingual education typically present an extreme view in 
which native language is taught at the expense of English. When questions 
are worded so that it is clear that first language development supports and 
accelerates English development and that children do receive English 
instruction, the responses are much more positive. 
Contradictory findings, divergent interpretation of data, and 
allegations of poor study designs are typical of the effectiveness literature 
in the fields of second language acquisition and bilingual education. Given 
the accusations that studies are not empirically sound, due to their lack of 
random selection and control groups, for example, (a problem faced by 
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all), it sometimes appears that the two groups are arguing over the same set 
of flawed findings. The same body of research is cited, attacked, and 
reinterpreted by each side to support desired positions. It is no wonder that 
the controversy over best instructional practice continues. 
Numerous books and articles written both for academia and the 
general public claim to set the record straight by laying out the "truth" 
about second language instruction in an unemotional, neutral, and scientific 
manner. These truths, however, are based on the ideological stances of the 
English-only and bilingual positions. A description of these positions 
follows in order to illustrate the arguments which support each perspective. 
Two Dominant Discourses 
Bilingual and English-only advocates profess to have the best 
interests of language minority students at heart. Both claim their approach 
increases students' English acquisition, academic progress, attendance, and 
decreases drop-out rates. Each side is motivated to take a strong stand in 
defense of language minority students' access to equal education, equal 
opportunity, and civil rights. Both camps claim that not only does the 
opposing approach deny children access to equality, but that it is potentially 
detrimental. 
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Each side identifies the opposing view as producing political rhetoric 
in the place of sound empirical evidence and distorting the issues. Both 
claim that research which supports their perspective has been deliberately 
suppressed by the political forces of the opposing orientation. Research 
from both sides is declared invalid on the grounds that interpretations are 
biased, swayed by political ideology. The literature is replete with 
accusations that the other side has a hidden political agenda that ultimately 
puts children at a disadvantage for the purposes of political gain. Each 
argument is designed to influence educational practice and policy-making 
decisions and attempts to procure funding for all-English or bilingual 
programs. Both arguments contain features which serve to further their 
own agenda and challenge the opposing perspective. A description of each 
position follows in order to present the arguments in more detail and 
understand how they have become entrenched in a power struggle in the 
political arena. 
English-Only Discourse 
As previously outlined, both bilingual and all-English advocates state 
they are fighting on behalf of language minority students. Some English- 
only advocates believe that bilingual programs discriminate against 
language minority students and that these students have a right to the same 
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opportunities as children in English mainstream programs (Birman & 
Ginsburg, 1983; Porter, 1990, 1996). They believe that bilingual programs 
do not provide equal access to education and actually place students at a 
disadvantage. 
English-only proponents view English acquisition and assimilation 
into mainstream academic programs as the primary educational goal for 
language minority students. They claim that as a consequence of bilingual 
programs these children do not learn English or do not learn it well 
(Porter, 1990; Ravitch, 1985). This results in loss of job opportunity and 
the perpetuation of ethnically and linguistically homogenous and segregated 
neighborhoods. Language minority students in bilingual programs, they 
observe, are often separated from English mainstream children, reducing 
their access to English. Moreover, this segregation affects linguistically 
diverse students' self-esteem by labeling them as outsiders and different 
(Glenn, 1996; Porter, 1990; Rossell, 1992; Glazer & Cummins, 1985). 
Children in bilingual programs, they assert, fail to make academic progress 
(Baker & de Kanter, 1983; Porter, 1990). As a result, they do not have 
access to all of the courses necessary for graduation and frequently drop 
out of school (Baker & de Kanter, 1983). 
English-only advocates, citing select examples from the research 
literature, state that bilingual education has not been proven to be the most 
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effective method for promoting English acquisition and academic success 
for language minority students (Baker & de Kanter, 1983; Birman & 
Ginsburg, 1983; Imhoff, 1990; Porter, 1996). In spite of this, parents are 
pressured into placing their children in bilingual programs (Porter, 1990). 
Research on international bilingual education is presented as evidence that 
this approach has not worked in other parts of the world and that this failed 
system should not continue to be repeated in the United States (Porter, 
1990). 
In critique of existing bilingual programs, all-English advocates 
claim there is little consistency among program types, there is not 
sufficient documentation and accountability within programs (Glenn, 1996; 
Rossell & Baker, 1996), and there is inaccurate assessment and labeling of 
students (Birman & Ginsburg, 1983; Porter, 1990). They argue that 
bilingual programs are expensive requiring additional teachers and 
materials (Carpenter, Huffman, & Samulson, 1983; Porter, 1990, Rossell, 
1992). Often these teachers and materials are not available to meet the ever 
increasing and linguistically diverse language minority population (Baker 
& de Kanter, 1983; Porter, 1990; Reisner, 1983). Children who are 
currently enrolled in bilingual programs stay there too long (Birman & 
Ginsburg, 1983; Rossell & Baker, 1996). Sometimes this is because 
teachers do not exit students when they meet criteria in order to maintain a 
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sufficient bilingual population to justify the programs. On other occasions, 
they claim, it is because the programs are ineffective and students do not 
make satisfactory progress (Porter, 1990). 
In addition to critiques of program design and effectiveness such as 
those presented above, English-only advocates often question an underlying 
tenet of bilingual theory bilingual education theory stating that first 
language proficiency is not related to second language proficiency. All- 
English advocates believe that students can achieve in English 
independently of their first language proficiency, which eliminates the need 
to provide native language instruction (Baker, 1992; Porter, 1990; Rossell 
& Baker, 1996). References are made to early immigrants who succeeded 
without the assistance of publicly funded bilingual programs as evidence 
that native language instruction is unnecessary (Baker, 1992; Porter, 1990). 
In fact, they state that learning to read in the first language does not 
support learning to read in English but rather delays it (Mace-Matluck & 
Hoover, 1984; Porter, 1990; Rossell & Baker, 1996). 
Some English-only advocates estimate that students can learn enough 
English in one year to participate in a mainstream program (Glazer & 
Cummins, 1985). This is significantly shorter than the five to ten years 
cited by bilingual supporters as necessary for cognitive and academic 
proficiency in English (Thomas & Collier, 1995). Many English-only 
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advocates also believe that the earlier the exposure to English the better. 
This gives children an advantage and prepares them to "think" in English 
much sooner rather than delaying full English instruction as is done in 
some bilingual programs (Porter, 1990). Consonant with this notion is the 
"time-on-task" theory which proposes that in addition to learning English 
at younger ages, the more time that is spent learning English during the 
day, the faster English acquisition will occur. Any time spent engaged in 
native language instruction is time lost learning English (Imhoff, 1990; 
Porter, 1990). While this is a primary point in many arguments for all- 
English instruction these views are not shared by all advocates of English 
instructional programs (Baker, 1992; Rossell & Baker, 1996). 
Based on these critiques of bilingual education theory and practices, 
immersion programs are proposed as an alternative to bilingual models 
(Baker & de Kanter, 1983; Porter, 1990; Rossell & Baker, 1996). The 
version often suggested is one in which children receive all-English 
instruction in academic subjects by teachers trained in techniques 
appropriate for language learners. In some cases these programs include 
minimal native language use to help new students adjust and assimilate into 
mainstream programs and to provide a welcoming atmosphere for the 
student (Imhoff, 1990; Rossell & Baker, 1996). Immersion programs are 
sometimes labeled "submersion" by bilingual advocates because of what 
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they characterize as their sink-or-swim nature. Porter (1990) protests the 
use of this negative label to describe all-English programs, which she 
claims provide maximum exposure to English and increased motivation and 
opportunity to learn the new language in a meaningful context. She believes 
that immersion programs serve to equalize access to English and its related 
benefits. She presents them as a reasonable, effective, practical, and neutral 
solution to left and right wing policies. 
In support of immersion programs, Porter (1990) and others draw 
on the success of French-Canadian immersion programs. In the bilingual 
literature, caution has been given about the transferability of these studies 
to an American context due to socioeconomic and language status issues 
(Crawford, 1989; Lambert & Tucker, 1972; Nieto, 1992; Secada, 1990). 
Bilingual researchers also point out that the Canadian immersion programs 
were actually bilingual in nature and produced English dominant children 
with French-English language proficiency. Immersion advocates, (Baker & 
de Kanter, 1983; Porter, 1990; Rossell & Baker, 1996) argue that these 
concerns are not valid and that denying American linguistic minorities 
access to similar immersion programs implies that these children are 
inferior, weaker, and less capable than their successful Canadian 
counterparts. What works in French north of the border could work 
equally well here in English, they assert. 
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One reason given by the all-English contingent for the lack of 
alternative programs in the U.S. is the political power of the reigning 
ideology of bilingual education and the influence of this faction. Moreover, 
they claim, bilingual advocates have the underlying political agenda of 
strengthening their power base. This goal is only tangentially related to 
education and, thus, the public schools are being used to promote distinct 
ethnic communities and languages (Imhoff, 1990; Porter, 1990; Ravitch, 
1985). This results, according to some, in a biased presentation of research. 
Only data supportive of bilingual programs are selected in policy making 
environments (Porter, 1990). These data, they claim, are also interpreted 
more favorably by bilingual educators and program advocates who have a 
personal investment in bilingual programs than by those outside the field 
(Baker, 1992). Therefore, federal funding is not available for research into 
alternative models. 
Since the needs of language minority children are too diverse for one 
nationally mandated instructional approach and since the research on the 
effectiveness of bilingual education is inconclusive, English-only advocates 
state that the laws need to be changed to allow for alternative programs 
(Baker & de Kanter, 1983; Birman & Ginsburg, 1983; Imhoff, 1990; 
Porter, 1990; Ravitch 1985). Maintaining bilingualism, they claim, is 
valuable and worthwhile but not the domain of the public schools. It does 
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not serve minority children because it reduces their exposure to English 
academic instruction and diverts time from more essential studies. It 
divides and segregates students from mainstream peers. They believe that 
the preservation of languages, cultural identity, and ethnic solidarity 
should occur within the family or in after-school and week end programs, 
not in the public schools (Porter, 1990). 
As a result, the English-only contingent lobbies to modify or rescind 
current bilingual legislation. They target states where bilingual education 
laws do exist and seek funding for alternative programs claiming that 
neither the Bilingual Education Act nor the Lau V. Nichols decision 
actually mandated bilingual education. In Massachusetts, for example, 
where Transitional Bilingual Education programs are mandated, a recent 
waiver provision (603 CMR 14.00) was added to the statute (M.G.L. c. 
71 A) amidst great controversy and contention allowing for alternative 
programs such as all-English models. This measure was viewed as a victory 
by the English-only advocates and as a defeat by bilingual educators. 
Those in favor of English immersion programs complain that it is 
difficult to criticize bilingual policy without being accused of anti¬ 
immigrant and racist attitudes. And yet, they maintain, the education of 
language minority students is too important to be dominated by a bilingual 
pedagogical and political perspective. They firmly believe that all-English 
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instruction is a viable and effective approach to providing students with the 
English academic instruction and social integration they need to become 
full participants in American life. Their intent is to make this alternative 
available to more students by challenging current research, modifying 
current laws, influencing legislation, and increasing funding toward this 
goal. 
Bilingual Education Discourse 
Bilingual advocates see native language instruction as a matter of 
civil rights because it is the only guarantee that children will be provided 
instruction in a language they understand. Bilingual education is viewed as 
evidence of a commitment to provide language minority students with high 
quality education. Without native language instruction, they assert, children 
are being denied access to equal education, future job opportunities, and 
may be "doomed to failure" (Dicker, 1996; Nieto, 1986, 1992). 
Bilingual advocates conceive of children’s native languages as assets 
and resources to be developed (Cummins, 1994; Flores et al., 1991; Lam, 
1993; Nieto, 1992; Secada, 1990). In contrast, they say, English-only 
programs define students' native languages as handicaps or impediments 
that need to be remedied. English immersion and transitional bilingual 
programs are viewed as compensatory education, designed to make-up for 
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the "lack" caused by native language and cultural deficits. Such programs 
are geared toward eliminating students' native languages by replacing them 
with English. This perspective is seen by some bilingual educators as both 
patronizing and racist (Nieto, 1992). 
Rather than promoting monolingualism and monoculturalism, 
bilingual advocates value multilingualism and multiculturalism. They 
emphasize the benefits of this diversity at personal, community, and 
national levels (Nieto, 1986; Ruiz-Escalante, 1995). They cite evidence that 
learning more than one language enhances cognitive functioning and 
increases metalinguistic awareness (Bain, 1974; Bialystock, 1991; Cummins 
& Gulutsan, 1974; Goncz & Kodzopeljic, 1991; Hakuta & Diaz, 1985; Peal 
& Lambert, 1962; Snow, 1990; Soto, 1997). Research suggests that 
bilingual individuals are also able to learn third and fourth languages with 
greater ease than those with monolingual backgrounds (Swain & Lapkin, 
1991). Additional personal benefits include strengthening family ties, 
bridging intergenerational relations, connecting to a variety of community 
groups, participating in international discourse, and increasing professional 
opportunities (Gonzalez & Maez, 1995; Nieto, 1992). Multilingual 
individuals, they point out, increase their ability to interact appropriately in 
a wide range of social situations and are poised to understand local, 
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domestic, and world cultures in ways that monolingual and monocultural 
individuals are not (Walsh, 1991). 
On the domestic front, bilingual advocates point out that language 
minority children's resource of native language proficiency is not being 
valued and developed by American schools. Greater linguistic proficiency 
among Americans, it is argued, would greatly serve the nation in areas of 
diplomacy, economics, education, foreign trade, and security (Cummins, 
1996; Krashen, 1996b; Lopez, 1995; Ruiz-Escalante, 1995; Salas, 1997). 
Some contend that the United States "... cannot afford the political and 
economic cost of linguistic intolerance" (Salas, 1997, p. 23). Already the 
United States Central Intelligence Agency, Cummins (1996) reports, is 
unable to meet the demand for bilingual language skills necessary to 
conduct operations. Multinational corporations are giving priority to 
bilingual applicants and social service agencies are in constant search of 
individuals with multilingual skills. Rather than an impediment, 
multilingual and multicultural proficiency are seen as part of the 
educational process of preparing the nation's youth for an ever- 
increasingly complex and pluralistic world where multilingual and 
multicultural skills are increasingly in demand (Walsh, 1991). Bilingual 
advocates have characterized the majority of Americans as "monolinguistic 
bumpkins" (Nieto, 1986) suffering from "linguistic myopia" (Edwards, 
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1994), and exhibiting a lack of linguistic pluralism to the point of national 
incompetence (Cummins, 1996). 
In light of the benefits and demand for multilingualism, bilingual 
proponents question an educational system which systematically eradicates 
students' native languages to replace them with English, while at the same 
time investing time and money to teach "foreign languages" to monolingual 
English speakers (Crawford, 1989; Nieto, 1992; Ruiz-Escalante, 1995). 
This elitist double standard, they say, illuminates the underlying power 
issues related to class, race, and language status which shape the meaning of 
bilingualism across contexts (Dicker, 1996; Nieto, 1992; Walsh, 1991; 
Wiley & Lukes, 1996). There is prestige associated with English dominant 
speakers learning a second language. But for immigrants, people of color, 
and working class groups, multiple language proficiency is not seen as 
valuable. Bilingualism for lower classes and ethnic minorities becomes 
synonymous with being poor and "at risk." 
In response to the accusation of this double standard, English-only 
advocates counter that the difference between foreign language instruction 
for English dominant speakers and bilingual education for language 
minority students is that bilingual education prevents students from 
learning English, the language they need to survive in the United States. 
This is roundly refuted by bilingual education advocates who consistently 
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state that the primary goal of bilingual education is to become academically 
competent in English, which can be best achieved through bilingual 
programs (Cummins, 1996; Dicker, 1996; Hakuta & Diaz, 1985; Krashen 
& Biber, 1988; Nieto, 1992; Thomas & Collier, 1995). 
This argument, anchored by second language acquisition theory, can 
appear counter-intuitive on the surface making it more difficult to convince 
the general public and some educators of its merits (Cummins, 1996). 
Unlike the English-only "time-on-taskM maximum exposure theory cited to 
endorse the implementation of immersion programs, theories of second 
language acquisition which support bilingual programs are more complex. 
Five theoretical principles of second language acquisition that are 
commonly cited in support of bilingual education are: the input hypothesis, 
the affective filter, the linguistic interdependence or facilitation principle, 
the threshold hypotheses, and the conversational/academic language 
proficiency principle. 
The input hypothesis (Krashen, 1985) postulates that language is 
acquired when it is understood. "Comprehensible input" is input that is at, 
or slightly above, the level of the language learner. When comprehensible 
input and opportunities for output are available, language learning 
progresses. Therefore, it is argued that non-English speaking children gain 
little from being immersed in an all-English environment if they cannot 
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make sense of the linguistic input. Increasing exposure to incomprehensible 
input, Krashen postulates, does not increase language learning or cognitive 
development. Information or knowledge that is understood in the native 
language, he posits, can make English input more comprehensible. First 
language activities designed to support concept development increase access 
to subsequent instruction in English of similar concepts. Under these 
conditions second language acquisition can proceed more rapidly than when 
there is no first language foundation and support, refuting the "time-on- 
task" theory proffered by English-only advocates. 
One factor that can interrupt this process, according to Krashen 
(1985), is the "affective filter." When negative influences such as anxiety, 
low self-confidence, shame, or lack of motivation are present, the affective 
filter engages and interferes with access to comprehensible input decreasing 
the opportunity for language growth. Bilingual education supporters claim 
that bilingual programs can lower the affective filter by reducing such 
negative influences, by providing comprehensible input in the first 
language, and by valuing the students' language, culture, and prior 
knowledge. 
A third cornerstone of language acquisition theory applicable to the 
bilingual debate is the interdependence principle (Cummins, 1996). This 
theory proposes that conceptual and academic proficiencies developed in 
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one language are transferable to another. Even though the surface aspects 
of different languages are not the same, there is a "common underlying 
proficiency" that is similar. For example, Cummins theorizes, learning to 
read in any language is a conceptual process that is equivalent across 
languages even when the surface features of the language differ. Reading is 
reading in any language. Linguistic and conceptual development in either 
language can promote development of both languages (Krashen, 1996b). 
This theory encourages building on the language students know. Teaching 
first language literacy or science concepts, for example, draws on the 
richness of students' first language experience and eliminates any need to 
delay literacy or content area instruction while students are learning 
English. The skills and concepts developed in the first language can later be 
transferred to English resulting in a student who is literate and 
academically competent in two languages. Based on this theory, it is argued 
that when first language instruction is provided, students do not fall behind 
cognitively and academically while they are learning English. 
Academic proficiency in English is one primary goal of bilingual 
education. This process, claim bilingual educators, can take four to seven 
years for students who receive some type of native language instruction. 
The process can take five to ten years for students in all-English programs 
without strong native language skills or educational experience in their 
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native language (Collier, 1992; Thomas & Collier, 1995). These figures 
contrast sharply with the one to two years often cited by immersion 
advocates as being a sufficient amount of time for children to be fully 
mainstreamed into standard academic programs. 
Cummins (1994b) explains this discrepancy by making a 
conversational/academic distinction. Conversational or basic interpersonal 
communication skills (BICS) are compared to cognitive academic language 
proficiency skills (CALPS). BICS are more readily acquired because they 
are usually cognitively undemanding and highly contextual. Academic 
language or CALPS, on the other hand, generally involve more cognitively 
demanding language which is only minimally supported by context. 
Conversational skills develop fairly rapidly compared to academic 
language. BICS proficiency can be misleading. Students may be able to 
sustain basic conversations in English, but may not have yet acquired the 
language or concepts necessary for developing CALPS. Bilingual educators 
warn that students exited prematurely from bilingual programs based on 
BICS may struggle when confronted with cognitively more demanding and 
abstract language and concepts. 
Cummins, (1994b) has also suggested that there is a minimum 
amount or "threshold" of first language academic proficiency that is 
necessary to have a positive impact on second language academic 
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proficiency. The higher the first language proficiency, the greater the 
benefits for developing English academic proficiency. 
The BICS/CALPS distinction and the threshold hypothesis are used 
to promote bilingual programs since students develop stronger academic 
skills in English the longer they receive instruction in their native 
languages (Collier, 1992; Krashen 1996b; Ramirez, 1992; Thomas & 
Collier, 1995). Time spent on first language instruction, they believe, is not 
time lost to learning English but rather strengthens English acquisition 
(Cummins, 1996). 
Drawing on the these underlying theoretical constructs and the 
effectiveness literature, including international studies (Cummins, 1996), 
bilingual education advocates claim that bilingual education works. They do 
not condone poorly implemented programs and concede there is room for 
improvement. They assert that the instances of poor quality programs, for 
whatever reason, should not taint and discount the implementation of 
effective bilingual programs run by qualified and knowledgeable personnel 
(Crawford, 1989; Dicker, 1996; Krashen, 1996b). (After all, poorly run 
English mainstream classrooms and programs are not cited as evidence for 
discontinuing such instruction for English dominant students.) Program 
success, they believe, should not be judged by how quickly students are 
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exited from bilingual programs but by their level of academic achievement 
in both languages (Nieto, 1986). 
Bilingual programs also give status and official recognition to 
students' native languages and cultures (Nieto, 1992; Krashen, 1996b). 
Effective bilingual programs are credited with increasing student 
motivation, improving discipline, decreasing student drop-out rates, and 
contributing to literacy rates among language minority populations 
(Cummins, 1996; Dicker, 1996; Frau-Ramos & Nieto, 1993). An advantage 
of bilingual staff is that they bring diversity into schools and encourage 
stronger home-school relationships through greater parental contact and 
involvement (Nieto, 1992). 
Supporters of bilingual education acknowledge that it is possible to 
become academically proficient in a second language without native 
language support provided that ESL techniques designed to facilitate 
comprehensible input are utilized. However, this process usually takes 
longer unless the student has the benefit of previously developed strong 
academic skills in the first language. In addition, they point out, students 
are not able to access new concepts as readily, do not emerge with the 
benefits of bilingual proficiency, and do not benefit from increased cultural 
support and family involvement. Bilingual education, they believe, is 
preferable when possible. 
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Claims that bilingual education is unnecessary because previous 
immigrants succeeded without it are refuted by bilingual educators 
(Crawford, 1989; Flood et al., 1997; Nieto, 1986; Stein, 1984). Some early 
immigrants did actually have the benefits of bilingual education. Krashen 
(1996b) identifies students who had access to some type of first language 
resources such as previous schooling, previous exposure to English 
instruction through the first language, home tutoring, family and 
community support, or first language literacy as individuals who 
experienced "de facto" bilingual programs. While not enrolled in formal 
bilingual programs, these students still reaped the benefits of first language 
support. 
The conditions faced by current English learners in the United 
States are very different from those faced by earlier immigrants, Krashen 
asserts. Early immigrants who did not have native language support and 
failed in the public schools' sink-or-swim English mainstream programs 
were more easily absorbed by the work force than is possible today. The 
comparison of previous immigrants with current immigrants does not 
consider the higher levels of education that are now required for entry 
level positions. Failure in the public schools has a higher price (Betances, 
1986; Cummins, 1996). 
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In critiquing bilingual education, English-only proponents have 
seized on the issue of segregation. They claim that the segregation of 
children in bilingual programs in order to provide native language 
instruction hinders rapid assimilation. Bilingual advocates believe that a 
certain amount of separation is necessary and must be respected if children 
are to receive an equal, high quality education (Cortes, 1986; Nieto, 1992). 
Students are sometimes separated for content area subjects but are often 
integrated for non-academic activities such as recess, lunch, art, music, and 
gym. Bilingual advocates support integration of bilingual and English 
dominant students when possible (Nieto, 1992; Genesee, 1994). They 
suggest that special projects be arranged to mix the populations. Time can 
be reserved on a regular basis for integrative activities. English dominant 
students can be part of bilingual and ESL classroom projects and events. 
Bilingual students can participate in mainstream activities. Ideally, claim 
many bilingual advocates, the two groups can be integrated in dual¬ 
language or two-way programs in which both English and the native 
language are used for instruction (Cortes, 1986; Cummins, 1996; Nieto, 
1992). Both English dominant and non-English speakers can learn both 
languages and benefit from bilingualism and biculturalism (Nieto, 1992). 
English-only supporters often allude to the political nature of 
bilingual education as inappropriate for the public schools (Ravitch, 1985). 
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The pro-bilingual contingent does not deny the political nature of bilingual 
education. Bilingual education, they claim, has always been a political issue 
because it has the potential to empower disenfranchised groups (Nieto, 
1986). Changes in the power structure, they assert, are interpreted as 
threatening to the status quo (Macedo, 1985). 
Like English-only supporters, bilingual advocates also accuse the 
opposing side of harboring a political agenda that is not in the best interests 
of children: 
Those who oppose bilingual education are often the same ones who oppose any 
programs benefitting the poor and oppressed; they are also among the leaders of 
restrictive immigration and other policies which continue to limit the power of many 
groups in this society. Resistance to bilingual education thus often cloaks resistance 
not only to cultural diversity, but in fact to empowerment (Nieto, 1986, p. 8). 
Extreme English-only organizations such as U.S. English, they 
claim, play on the fears of the English speaking population that they will 
soon be engulfed by foreign languages and find themselves at the mercy of 
immigrants who are garnering power to take over their jobs, 
neighborhoods, and economic security (Dicker, 1996; Ruiz-Escalante, 
1995; Salas, 1997). Based on what they identify as U.S. English's use of 
rhetoric and propaganda, many bilingual education supporters believe that 
racist attitudes, often targeted at Hispanics the fastest growing minority 
group, underlie the all-English agenda. Language politics, Crawford 
(1989) asserts, have become a ". . . convenient surrogate for racial politics" 
(p. 14). The English-only movement, he states, ". . . serves to justify racist 
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and nativist biases under the cover of American patriotism" (pp. 2-3). The 
demand by all-English proponents for greater flexibility and alternative 
programs to bilingual education is interpreted by some bilingual supporters 
as an excuse for school districts to shirk their responsibilities toward 
language minority students (Secada, 1990). 
In response to U.S. English and English-only instruction, bilingual 
education supporters launched the English-Plus campaign which espouses 
the benefits of speaking English and another language, promotes cross- 
cultural understanding, and supports measures to protect the right of all 
individuals to preserve and foster their language and cultural origins 
(Crawford, 1989). Based on their beliefs in the advantages of 
multilingualism and bilingual education, bilingual supporters lobby to 
protect multilingualism in the United States and to maintain and strengthen 
bilingual programs. 
Summary of Language Discourses 
The rocky history of bilingualism and bilingual education in the 
United States is an indication of contention among various social groups. 
First conceptualized as a handicap, bilingualism is no longer seen as having 
a negative effect on linguistic and cognitive development and is often 
considered beneficial. Controversy over the implementation of bilingual 
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education in the public schools, however, is still evident in the English-only 
and bilingualism discourses which have moved into public and political 
arenas. 
These two discourses have been presented as separate and opposing 
positions which result in different practices. Arguments for each side of 
this bipolar debate are orchestrated to support their own ideological 
position and unravel the opposing perspective. Both sides claim to 
represent the best interests of children demonstrating their own more 
"reasonable," "practical," and "equitable" approach. 
There are, of course, positions along the continuum which favor 
only parts of each argument or which combine beliefs from each of the two 
dominant perspectives without fully endorsing either position. Sometimes 
practice is guided by personal experience and "common sense," rather than 
an explicitly articulated political position, though this common sense 
perspective is often representative of a dominant political ideology. Even 
when practices are similar, such as in situations when bilingual instruction 
is not an available option and all-English instruction must be implemented, 
the underlying ideologies and values placed on native languages may subtly 
position students in very different ways. 
The English-only immersion perspective focuses primarily on the 
issues of language and segregation. This is interpreted by bilingual 
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advocates as a simplistic approach which misses the point and does not 
address the complexity and sociopolitical nature of the issue (Crawford, 
1989; Cummins, 1996; Glick, 1987; Milon, 1996; Nieto, 1992). Issues of 
power, they assert, which influence the meanings of the discourse of 
bilingualism can not be ignored. The conscious or unconscious 
interweaving of these discourses in local communities will influence local 
practices. What bilingualism means will support or constrain the identities, 
status positions, social relations, and access to interaction and power for 
second language learners. English alone, they assert, is no guarantee that 
language minority students will have access to the knowledge and power 
base of dominant groups (Macedo, 1985). Equally, social integration, 
accomplished through the physical placement of non-English speaking 
students into mainstream classrooms, is likewise no guarantee of positive 
social relationships between dominant and subordinate language groups 
without attention to race, class, and power: 
None of the discussions of bilingualism in the popular culture or the political 
context have anything to do with deep issues of cognition. They deal with issues of 
cultural assimilation and multicultural acceptance. The bilingualism debate is a 
debate about cultural belonging and the non-understandable rejections of the 
mainstream culture by people who insult us by not becoming like us. For many, 
thinking about bilingualism is really thinking about whether a different people is 
willing to pay its dues by learning to become "like us" .... We are dealing with a 
variable that has an enormously powerful sociocultural meaning. The loadedness of 
the issue of linguistic assimilation is clearly dominant power when bilingualism 
is the topic (Glick, 1987, p. 174). 
It is this issue of power, of mainstream versus minority positioning, 
that underlies the ideological debate, not simply language. The English- 
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only discourse is representative of a mainstream perspective in the United 
States, one which reflects a largely white, monolingual, English speaking 
population. The bilingual position, which challenges the dominant 
discourse, is often more strongly supported by minority populations and 
academic institutions. 
This dichotomy is reflected in popular media opinion pieces which 
have been published about bilingual education. After reviewing research 
articles and public opinion pieces published from 1984-1994, McQuillan 
and Tse (1996) report that although 82% of empirical social science 
research studies reported favorably on bilingual education, only 45% of 
persuasive newspaper articles took a positive position. Overall, they found 
that the vast majority of newspaper and magazine opinion pieces were 
decidedly against bilingual education. This led McQuillan and Tse to 
hypothesize that "... it may be that the position of editorial writers on 
bilingual education is influenced more by larger political trends related to 
immigration and cultural diversity than by any empirical studies of 
effectiveness" (p. 6) and that negative views on bilingual education may be 
influenced more by prevailing social attitudes than by available research. 
Evidence for this hypothesis is the high correlation they identified between 
public opinion pieces on bilingual education and immigration trends. As 
immigration increases, opponents of bilingual education become more 
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vocal. Thus, while focusing their argument on language, the English-only 
ideology is reflective of a dominant viewpoint and of widely held social 
attitudes related to power. When these views are challenged, as they are by 
the bilingual advocates, the controversy becomes heated. 
In conclusion, the discussion of bilingualism needs to be shifted from 
a singular focus on language and most effective instruction to questions 
which address issues such as: How are the power relationships between 
majority and minority languages and their speakers reflected in local 
discourses about bilingualism (Glick, 1987; Martin-Jones & Heller, 1996; 
Nieto, 1992)? How do these ideologies affect local structures such as 
programs and practices (Taylor, 1987)? How do interactions within the 
school construct the meaning of bilingualism and learner identities 
(Cummins, 1996; Hamers & Blanc, 1989)? How do these local structures 
and identities affect the language learners' access to knowledge and power 
(Cummins, 1996)? How does the local context address the balance between 
maintaining linguistic and cultural identities with the promotion of positive 
intergroup relations (Cummins, 1996; Taylor, 1987)? Questions such as 
these are central to addressing the needs of language minority students and 
should not be minimized by reducing bilingual education to a discussion of 
language, thereby ignoring the complexity of the issue. 
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The following section will examine relevant gender literature and the 
need to conceptualize gender, like bilingualism, as a socially constructed 
concept influenced by power negotiations in order to understand how it 
takes on meaning in specific contexts. 
Conceptualization of Gender 
In the early 1970s there was a surge of interest in gender studies 
inspired, in part, by the feminist political movement which drew 
widespread attention to issues of power, social relationships, and 
inequalities between women and men. Evidence of this interest was 
research across disciplines including psychology, anthropology, sociology, 
linguistics, and education. Initial work was often aimed at refuting the view 
that male language and behavior were the norm and efforts were made to 
restore women to both theoretical and practical domains. 
During the 1970s and early 1980s researchers focused on the 
developmental origins and documentation of sex differences and produced 
a veritable ocean of literature. Some of this information was used to fuel 
gender equity programs in schools in an attempt to equalize the inequities 
that were discovered to exist between girls and boys. It soon became 
apparent that gender viewed as a behavior tied to biology or individual 
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development provided only a limited perspective as gender behaviors were 
not predictable nor universal across contexts. 
Some current conceptualizations of gender interaction and gender 
related research go beyond this original dichotomization of unitary traits 
and focus on the social construction of gender as a cultural practice in 
specific contexts influenced by power. It will be argued that a social 
conceptualization of gender is necessary to move beyond the limited 
treatment of gender in the SLA literature. 
The following review will provide a brief historical excursion 
through relevant gender research from the 1970s to the present. This will 
include theories of origin, the social construction of gender, and relevant 
gender studies. 
Origins and Differences 
A significant amount of energy has been expended in the scientific 
search to both confirm and disprove the existence of innate origins of 
gender differences. Much of this work has occurred in the field of 
developmental psychology which focuses on universal aspects of individual 
development. From this perspective gender development and gender 
differences are typically accounted for through biological or socialization 
theories. Four prominent socialization theories are psychoanalytic theory, 
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social learning theory, cognitive developmental theory, and gender schema 
theory. Each of these theories and its limitations will be briefly described 
following a discussion of the biological origins of gender differences. 
Biological Theories 
Biological factors considered influential in the development of 
gender behaviors include hormones, genes, and brain lateralization. Those 
in favor of biological determinants claim that innate differences between 
females and males create a predisposition for certain types of behaviors and 
preferences. Early research in this area is reviewed in Maccoby and 
Jacklin's (1974) comprehensive tome, The Psychology of Sex Differences. 
In this benchmark volume they reviewed hundreds of studies which 
investigate and attempt to document the origins of sex differences. Their 
only definitive conclusions after 350 pages regarding the biological origins 
of sex differences are that girls appear to have better verbal abilities than 
boys, boys exceed in visual-spatial and mathematical ability, and boys are 
more aggressive. 
Subsequent research (Maccoby, 1990) has demonstrated that while 
there continues to be limited and inconsistent evidence for differences in 
the areas of aggression (Condry & Ross, 1985; Maccoby & Jacklin, 1980; 
Tieger, 1980), some specific mathematical skills (Jacklin, 1989), and spatial 
101 
abilities, the evidence has been steadily decreasing (Halpem, 1986; Hyde, 
1984a, 1984b, 1990; Hyde, et al., 1990). Verbal differences are currently 
so miniscule as to be inconsequential (Hyde & Linn, 1988). This change in 
what were considered to be fixed, innate biological differences suggests 
that there is no strong, causal link between biological factors and gender 
behaviors although the stereotypical beliefs regarding these differences 
persist. 
Biological determinism has also been challenged on its inability to 
explain historical and geographical variation in the positioning of both 
sexes (Measor & Sikes, 1992). In addition, apart from reproductive 
systems, differences between women and men on biological factors are so 
minute, inconsistent, and overlapping that it is impossible to provide any 
conclusive list of traits that distinguishes one sex from the other (Kessler & 
McKenna, 1978). There are, in fact, an overwhelming number of 
similarities. In addition, the variation within male and female categories is 
so broad that biology can not possibly account for the degree of gender 
differentiated behavior that exists in Western society (Connell, 1987). 
Psychoanalytic Theory 
A prominent theory in the field of psychology and gender 
development is psychoanalytic theory. Freud's theory of psychosexual 
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development proposed that children's identification with same sex parents 
and the discovery of genital differences is responsible for both appropriate 
and abnormal gender development. His work assumes that gender behavior 
is a result of the biological categories of male and female. 
This perspective was highly influential in its time and continues to be 
controversial although there is no empirical evidence to support its 
premises and it has fallen out of favor with most contemporary 
psychologists. Interestingly, psychoanalytic theory has been appropriated 
by some feminist psychologists (Chodorow, 1978; Gilligan, 1982) in an 
attempt to demonstrate that men's psychosexual development is not the 
norm, as assumed by Freud, and that women's development is equal, if not 
superior, to men's in some areas. 
Learning Theory 
A second dominant theoretical orientation of gender development is 
social learning theory or sex role theory. Social learning theory departs 
from psychoanalytic theories in that it considers the effects of social 
interaction on individual development and applies the same principle to 
gender that it does to learning other types of behaviors. It relies on 
understanding how external, observable events impact internal development 
rather than the unconscious, unexplained processes of psychoanalytic 
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theory. Social learning theory is based on the premise that "normal” gender 
orientation is learned through differential reinforcement and imitation. 
Much of the traditional literature concerns itself with parental modeling 
and reinforcement (rewards and punishments) of stereotypical gender- 
related behaviors. Subsequent work includes the role of peers in the 
socialization process (Adler et al., 1992; Eisenhart & Holland, 1983; Grant, 
1983; Maccoby, 1988). 
In this view children are seen as relatively passive recipients of sex¬ 
typing behaviors which they internalize rather than being active 
participants in the construction of gender identities. This view does not 
account for children's perceptions of the world as different from adult 
perceptions and children’s sometimes "unconventional" or unadultlike 
views of gender (Bern, 1983; Kessler & McKenna, 1978). Additional 
controversy concerning social learning theory exists regarding the extent to 
which differential treatment actually occurs, what effect modeling and 
reinforcement have, and children's apparent selectivity in imitating 
behaviors (Golombok & Fivush, 1994; Grossman & Grossman, 1994; 
Jacklin, 1989). Other critics address the issue of why the sanctions for 
stereotyped interactions are applied by parents. Connell (1987), for 
example, points out that sex role theory "reduces to an infinite regress" to 
the previous generation which eventually leads back to anatomical 
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differences as an explanation. He criticizes this stance as ignoring issues of 
power and reducing social learning theory to a "biologically oriented 
dichotomy" or at best a static social framework based on the notion of a 
normative standard. 
Cognitive Developmental Theory 
The third developmental gender theory to be considered is cognitive 
learning theory. While still focused on internal individual development, 
cognitive theory, unlike social learning theory, emphasizes the active role 
that children have in understanding the world, which differs from adult 
understanding. The level of sophistication of this understanding is 
dependent on children's level of cognitive development. Based on the work 
of Piaget (1962), extended by Kohlberg (1966, 1967), this work assumes 
that gender falls into dichotomized anatomical categories. Until children 
understand the permanency of gender categories, they do not have fully 
developed gender identities. These gender distinctions are made on the 
basis of factual, objective physical characteristics. Children pass through 
predictable, universal stages in acquiring adult-like understandings. As 
children begin to identify themselves as girls or boys and strive toward 
cognitive consistency, they gravitate towards same gender peers. Unlike 
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psychoanalytic theory, gender identity in cognitive developmental theory is 
not initially dependent on the recognition of genital differences. 
Cognitive theory, however, does not account for individual 
differences nor why children have more gender knowledge before the 
theory predicts they should (Jacklin, 1989). Cognitive theory also does not 
address inconsistencies in cross-cultural comparisons where other 
categories (such as caste in India) may have more saliency than gender nor 
why gender as a defining characteristic should have dominance over any 
other attribute. In response to these criticisms, gender schema theory 
(Bern, 1983), a synthesis of cognitive and social learning theory was 
r 
proposed. 
Gender Schema Theory 
A schema is a cognitive "structure" that organizes perceptions and 
facilitates the incorporation of new information. Gender schema theory 
proposes that gender is mediated by an individual's own cognitive 
processes, but assumes that gender categorization is itself derived from 
social practices. Individuals process and organize gender-type information 
according to prevailing cultural norms of masculinity and femininity. 
Gender schema theory allows for both high and low "gender-schematized" 
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individuals depending on the extent to which they utilize gender as an 
organizational feature. 
However, like all the previous theories gender schema theory does 
not address how and why gender becomes a dominant feature of the culture 
from which the gender-related behaviors are drawn only why it becomes a 
dominant cognitive schema. So it falls back on the "anatomy as destiny" 
argument or a "built-in biological mechanism" that is programmed for 
perceiving gender differences (Bern, 1983) at the level of the individual. 
Summary of Gender Theories of Origin 
While elaborations and extensions of the previous five explanations 
for gender origins exist, these five are the primary areas of interest in the 
field of developmental psychology. The first assumes a biological destiny 
and the others assume a biological basis upon which universal 
developmental processes occur that result in diametrical male and female 
gender tendencies and behaviors at the level of the individual. When gender 
differences were observed in the course of research they were considered 
universal and description became explanation. 
While limited, these theories of origin do demonstrate a progression 
of thought from the strictly biological, to the impact of social practices on 
the individual, to the active participation of the individual at the level of 
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cognition, and finally, to the interaction of the cognitive and the social. 
Many current developmental texts cite a combination of biological, 
cognitive, and social factors as contributing to gender role development 
with more of an emphasis being placed on social influences such as peers, 
schooling, and work than on biological determinants (Golombok & Fivush, 
1994; Grossman & Grossman, 1994). However, the focus continues to be 
on universal processes of individual development rather than on the 
historical and changing nature of social gender practices. Gender 
construction may be more complex and contradictory than these theories 
suggest. The following section will examine the notion of gender from a 
different perspective by moving the focus from the individual to the social. 
Social Construction of Gender 
In contrast to the developmental theories which look for innate 
origins and universal processes, alternative theories for the construction of 
gender identities see gender as emerging from social processes. Like 
bilingualism, the focus is shifted from internal processes and individual 
traits to interaction and social contexts. (For a thorough theoretical 
discussion of gender as practice and a rejection of the anatomy as destiny 
perspective see Connell, 1987; Eckert & McConnell-Ginet, 1992; Kessler 
& McKenna, 1978; West & Zimmerman, 1991.) 
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Individuals are not seen as the site of gender development but rather 
as active participants in the joint process of "doing gender," which is an 
ongoing verbal and non-verbal activity embedded in everyday interaction 
(West & Zimmerman, 1991). Gender is not considered an individual trait 
but a construction among individuals in local communities. Gender 
becomes not what one is, but what one does. People position themselves and 
others by using the attribution of gender to construct social hierarchies 
which reproduce gender relations in distinct ways (Eckert & McConnell- 
Ginet, 1992). The practice of "doing gender" is seen by some as 
unavoidable due to current social and political allocations of power and 
resources which become institutionalized (West & Zimmerman, 1991). 
Gender meanings permeate interaction. There are different ways of 
structuring gender which reflect social interests that can be accepted or 
contested but are not homogenous across cultures and contexts. Gender 
may have a different level of salience in different situations rather than 
universal predictability (Eckert & McConnell-Ginet, 1992). 
Gender, from this perspective, is also historical and does not have a 
"fixed essence" (Flax, 1987). As with bilingualism, changes in gender 
understandings are produced by human practice (Connell, 1987). What is 
considered "normal" or "natural" gender behaviors change over time and 
are shaped by political and economic forces. Sexist practices continue to 
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exist and be reproduced because they benefit social factions that hold 
power. 
Language is the site of gender construction and often the site of 
gender struggle. Who says what to whom, what is said, who interprets what 
is said, and how these practices are reproduced over time in specific 
communities, construct gender in both common and unique ways across 
contexts. "To understand precisely how language interacts with gender (and 
with other symbolic and social phenomena) requires that we look locally, 
closely observing linguistic and gender practices in the context of 
particular communities and social practices" (Eckert & McConnell-Ginet, 
1992, p. 464). 
Gender in the current study is conceptualized as being situated in 
social interaction and influenced by power relations. Gender meanings 
emerge from social contexts with varying degrees of saliency. Gender 
ideologies, identities, and social relationships are constructed, reproduced, 
and contested over time with various consequences for participants. This 
conceptualization of gender like the reconceptualization of language allows 
for new questions to be asked in the field of second language acquisition. 
Rather than treating gender as a variable affecting language use or as a 
dichotomized natural difference, gender can be seen as a practice within 
local communities, with local meanings, and local consequences. 
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The next section will review relevant gender studies in the fields of 
linguistics, education, and second language acquisition. 
Gender Studies 
The increased interest in gender development during the 1970s and 
1980s produced a plethora of gender differences research. This body of 
work set out to document stable gender differences or, in the case of many 
feminist researchers, to dispel the notion of innate differences between the 
sexes. Hundreds of these studies were undertaken and are summarized and 
reviewed in Maccoby and Jacklin's (1974) The Psychology of Sex 
Differences Volumes I and H Numerous additional studies of this nature 
were produced throughout the 1980s. However, gender differences studies 
turned out to be contradictory and inconsistent. Gender differences and 
behaviors were not predictable nor could current theories or research 
account for variation within and between gender categories. 
Like the developmental psychological studies, initial studies of 
gender in linguistics, education, and second language acquisition which 
treated gender as an innate, isolated, or causal variable proved to be 
inconsistent and contradictory. As a result, many theorists and researchers 
have moved toward conceptualizing gender as socially constructed and 
consider sociocultural influences and power dynamics rather than focusing 
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on gender as an intrinsic individual attribute or independent variable 
related to language use and production. A brief review of some of the 
gender studies concerning language, education, and second language 
acquisition follows. 
Language and Gender Research 
Like the early gender studies, language and gender studies by authors 
from various disciplines originally focused on differences. In this case it 
was frequently differences in language structure and language use along 
gender lines (Edelsky, 1978; Philips, 1980). The general trend has been a 
move from comparing isolated linguistic structures to considering language 
use in interaction and the meaning of gender in specific social contexts. 
Edited collections have examined issues of language, gender differences, 
and dominance (Thorne & Henley, 1975); the gender differentiation of 
language and speech including sexism in language, intonation, 
interruptions, and language and power (Thorne, Kramerae, & Henley, 
1983); the interaction of cultural and biological processes in the production 
of language differences across cultures (Philips, Steele, & Tanz, 1987); 
phonological, grammatical, and communicative sex differences in British 
women's speech communities (Coates & Cameron, 1988), and gender 
differences in conversation (Tannen, 1993). While considering context and 
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interaction, this work has been primarily focused on identifying and 
documenting differences that are assumed to have biological or cultural 
origins based on biology. 
Education and Gender Research 
Gender research has also permeated the field of education. This 
literature has moved from documenting differences to understanding the 
complexity of gender construction in specific contexts (Goetz & Grant, 
1988). Many of the initial studies focused on teacher-student (Alfgren et 
al., 1979; Cherry, 1975; Good, Sikes, & Brophy, 1973; Grant, 1983; 
Irvine, 1986) and peer-peer interactions in classrooms treating gender as 
an independent variable (Best, 1983; Wilkinson & Marrett, 1985). Others 
documented classroom gender segregation (Grant, 1982; Lockheed, 1986). 
More recent ethnographic and qualitative studies have examined 
education and gender equality from an historical, institutional, and 
economic perspective (Wrigley, 1992); the social construction of gender in 
elementary schools, power dynamics, and the fluidity of gender salience in 
social relationships across contexts (Thome, 1993); gender and literacy 
practices (Cherland, 1994; Davies, 1989, 1993; Orellana, 1995; Solsken, 
1993); and the construction and reconstruction of gender relationships in a 
primary classroom (Wilson-Keenan, Solsken, & Willett, 1998). In addition, 
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two longitudinal studies which have been published as books for a non- 
academic audience are Sadker and Sadker's (1994) Failing at Fairness: 
How America's Schools Cheat Girls, and Orenstein's (1994) School Girls: 
Young Women. Self-Esteem, and the Confidence Gap. Both focus on 
gender inequities in schools, how they are created, and the negative 
consequences for girls. A limited amount of this research has begun to 
infiltrate the field of second language acquisition. 
Second Language Acquisition and Gender Research 
Traditional sociolinguistic studies in the field of second language 
acquisition have treated gender (when it is considered at all) as either an 
individual characteristic reminiscent of the psychological model or as a 
static variable which predictably influences phonology and grammar 
(Labov, 1970; Preston, 1989). SLA researchers have also followed in the 
footsteps of those researching language and gender by conducting gender 
differences studies in order to understand variations in women's and men's 
speech. 
These studies have included the search for gender differences in 
conversational style which affect access to interaction for second language 
learners (Gass & Varonis, 1986; Pica et al., 1990; Losey, 1995); 
differences in the quantity of talk (Cochran, 1996; Holmes, 1994; 
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Sunderland, 1992); variations by gender in speech acts such as giving 
information and compliments (Holmes, 1994; Pearson & Lee, 1992); 
gender differences in the learning styles and strategies of second language 
learners (Oxford, 1993; Oxford, Nyikos, & Ehrman, 1988; Tran, 1988; 
Willing, 1988); and gender differences in speaker credibility and listening 
comprehension (Markham, 1988). Documenting these differences has been 
seen as having relevance for instruction, identifying sexist language and 
teaching materials, and understanding the speech patterns of particular 
communities (Cochran, 1996; Preston, 1989; Sunderland, 1992, 1994; 
Wolfson, 1989). However, as with the difference studies in other fields, 
9 
gender differences studies in SLA are contradictory, focused on the 
individual, and anchored in the notion of a natural gender dichotomy. 
These studies may only serve to perpetuate existing beliefs of sex-typed 
behaviors that are considered universally consistent across contexts. 
Given the limited attention that gender has received in the field of 
SLA and the limited view of gender as an individual trait or independent 
variable, there has been a call to expand both the conceptualization of 
gender and the inclusion of gender in SLA theorizing, research, and 
practice (Sunderland, 1994; Tannen, 1996; Willett, 1995). This supports a 
deeper understanding of how gender construction in local contexts affects 
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access to interaction, the meanings that are created during that interaction, 
and the implications for second language learners . 
One example of this type of research with young children is an 
ethnographic study of ESL learners in a mainstream first grade classroom. 
This study demonstrated that gender practices and social relationships, as 
they were constructed in that particular environment during interactional 
routines, positioned the three ESL girls very differently than the lone ESL 
boy (Willett, 1995). Willett emphasized that. . the kinds of interactional 
routines and strategies used to construct relations, identities and ideologies 
in this particular classroom were local, not universal. Those used in 
another cultural setting may have very different consequences" (p. 499). 
This underscores the need to conduct research in a variety of settings which 
considers local gender practices and social relationships. 
Summary of Gender Discourses 
In review, the gender literature has been dominated by a 
psychological perspective that has focused on universal developmental 
processes which have their foundation in anatomical differences. 
Psychological theories of gender development have gradually moved from 
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strictly biological explanations to socialization theories which consider the 
influences of social and cultural factors on the development of the 
individual. 
This developmental orientation has produced a plethora of gender 
differences studies across disciplines in which gender was typically treated 
as an independent variable or individual trait. These studies have proven to 
be inconsistent and have served primarily to reinforce the notion that 
innate differences or universal cultural differences do exist. 
Some current social theories of gender conceptualize gender as a 
social practice, influenced by power dynamics. Gender distinctions are 
jointly constructed through language in interaction over time and may have 
disparate meanings in different contexts. This orientation is more 
conducive to asking questions regarding the local meanings of gender 
constructions on local populations rather than attempting to generalize 
universal aspects of gender across contexts. 
The next section will look at how friendship has been described in 
the developmental literature and the need to reframe the meaning of 
friendship, like gender and bilingualism, as being socially produced. 
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Conceptualization of Friendship 
Like the gender literature, the literature on children's friendships 
has been highly influenced by psychological theory which focuses on 
individual development. This literature will be reviewed followed by a 
social model of friendship. 
History of Friendship Research 
During the 1930s there was a burgeoning interest in the study of 
peer relationships and friendships in the field of psychology which resulted 
in both theoretical and empirical research. Research methodologies of the 
time included descriptive observational designs, time-sampling, sociometry, 
and experimental intervention (see Renshaw, 1981, for a historical 
overview). Studies were conducted in both natural and laboratory settings. 
After the 1930s there was a decline in research on peer interaction due to 
World War II and a change in theoretical perspectives which shifted the 
focus to adult-child relationships and cognitive processes. Observational 
methodology was replaced by experimental designs conducted under 
laboratory conditions. 
During the 1980s researchers demonstrated renewed interest in the 
formation and developmental significance of children's friendships. During 
this period there was a resurgence in research from the fields of 
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psychology, sociology, anthropology, and education (Asher & Gottman, 
1981; Foot, Chapman, & Smith, 1980; Gottman & Parker, 1986; Pollard, 
1987; Rubin & Ross, 1982; Schneider, Rubin, & Ledingham, 1985). This 
interest was also evident in the appearance of books and articles written for 
educators emphasizing the importance of promoting children's friendships 
in school settings (Faulkner & Miell, 1993; Kemple, 1991; Ramsey, 1991; 
Roffey, Tarrant, & Majors, 1994). 
Developmental Discourse of Friendship 
The predominant view of children's friendships in this literature is 
related to the psychological, cognitive, linguistic, emotional, and social 
development of the individual. These friendships are often described as 
highly developed interpersonal relationships which pass through a series of 
near-universal stages which have defining parameters (Bigelow, 1977; 
Hartup, 1992; Selman, 1981). Children who do not form friendships are 
viewed as "at risk" for future endeavors (Asher & Coie, 1990; Ginsberg, 
Gottman, & Parker, 1986). In these cases interventions and therapies are 
often prescribed (Schneider, Rubin, & Ledingham, 1985). 
A second line of interest has been how group structures and 
composition affect children's status and relationships (Allen, 1981; 
Jennings, 1952; Moreno, 1934; Strayer, 1980). In this body of work the 
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emphasis was placed on group process rather than individual children's 
social abilities or deficiencies. Leadership, popularity, and isolation were 
all viewed by this group of researchers as outcomes of the context. Hatch 
(1988), for example, examined the social processes by which 
kindergartners construct an "outsider." Coie and Cillessen (1993) 
considered both individual traits and group responses in identifying the 
origins of peer rejection and its social consequences. These social processes 
were then analyzed and evaluated for their impact on children's personal 
socialization and development as they moved from childhood into the 
world of adults (Deegan, 1996). 
Social Construction of Friendship 
Extending this interest in social context is a small corpus of 
sociologically oriented observational and ethnographic studies which 
examine interaction in peer culture and the social construction and meaning 
of children's friendships within this cultural context (Corsaro, 1985, 1994; 
Corsaro & Eder, 1990; Davies, 1982; Deegan, 1996; Elgas et al., 1988; 
Rizzo, 1989; Schofield, 1981). In most of these works, children are seen as 
active participants in the construction of their social worlds where they 
make meaning and learn from interaction within cultural contexts 
(Corsaro, 1985). The burden of friendship rests not solely on the shoulders 
120 
of individual children, but becomes part of the process of social 
interaction, which operates and acquires meaning within specific 
sociocultural and sociopolitical contexts. Friendship is viewed not only as a 
developmental phenomenon, but as a social and cultural construct. Rizzo 
(1989) sees friendship as a social phenomenon "... its meaning being 
negotiated through social interaction and then displayed via socially 
prescribed actions" (p. 71). 
Deegan (1996), who conducted an ethnographic study of children's 
friendships in culturally diverse classrooms believes that"... children 
negotiate their friendships against backclothes of unique and contingent 
'mixes' of contextual dissonances related to race, ethnicity, gender, class, 
community, disability and an array of continually changing life situational 
sociocultural factors" (p. 6). In light of this Deegan suggests moving from: 
... the particularistic and universalistic claims of researchers from different 
traditions who have studied children's friendships in the past. One area that needs 
to be more fully investigated is children's own perspectives on their friendships, 
and how their developing constructions of friendship become embedded in their 
social lives in culturally diverse classrooms (p. 2). 
In conducting an ethnographic study of preschool children's peer 
culture, Corsaro (1985) found that children's construction of friendship in 
a nursery school setting was tied to the organizational features of the 
nursery school and the socio-contextual demands of the peer culture. For 
these children friendship served an integrative function and was not based 
on enduring individual characteristics of playmates. The children used 
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friendship primarily to gain access to ongoing interaction and to protect 
interactive space from intmsion by others. 
These studies suggest that friendship needs to be examined within 
specific settings as a socially based construct rather than as a static, 
universally recognized relationship with predictable features. The concept 
of friendship can be reframed as being socially produced in local 
environments by local participants who ascribe particular meaning to it. 
Gender, age, race, ethnicity, and language dominance also shape this 
construction in specific environments in unique ways. Access to friend 
relations and identities may be influenced by local power dynamics. From 
this perspective the goal becomes understanding how the discourse of 
friendship is constructed and interpreted in a variety of contexts and the 
implications of this meaning for participants. 
Second Language Acquisition and Friendship Research 
The construction and meaning of friendship for elementary age ESL 
learners in mainstream classrooms has not been well investigated. In one 
set of studies that has considered interaction with mainstream peers, the 
peers are often seen as sources of language input, models for language 
output, or insignificant in contributing to second language proficiency 
(Chesterfield et al., 1983; Gomez, 1987; Hirvonen, 1985; Powell, 1989; 
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Strong, 1983; Wong-Fillmore, 1976). A second set of studies investigates 
the lack of interaction and social integration between second language 
learners and mainstream peers in secondary schools and the negative 
consequences for the second language learners (Frau-Ramos & Nieto, 
1993; Gibson, 1987; Zanger, 1987), but does not focus on how friendship 
is constructed in day-to-day interaction. The current study will consider 
how friendship is constructed in a specific kindergarten classroom. The 
ideologies, identities, and social relationships related to friendship and their 
implications for second language learners will be explored. 
Chapter Summary 
This chapter presented an overview of the dominant 
conceptualizations of bilingualism, gender, and friendship in the 
professional literature. An alternative conceptualization which emphasizes 
the local construction and meaning of bilingualism, gender, and friendship 
with attention to power relations was proposed. 
In the educational literature, bilingualism has been alternately 
defined as a handicap or benefit depending on the historical context and 
population in question. In similar fashion, the implementation of bilingual 
education in the United Stated has waxed and waned with the political 
climate. Two discourses, the English-only discourse which recommends 
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all-English instruction for language minority students, and the bilingual 
discourse which advocates for native language and English instruction, 
dominate the current controversy over educational practice. The debate 
over bilingual education is not simply one of language use, but one which 
involves issues of power, dominance, and equality among majority and 
minority groups and has implications for second language learners in local 
contexts. 
The conceptualization of gender in the educational literature has 
typically relied on a psychological orientation viewing gender as a 
biological trait, learned behavior, or cognitive categorization scheme 
affecting individual development. Gender differences studies, which 
dominated educational research for over 20 years resulted in little, if any, 
conclusive evidence on the universality of gender distinctions. 
Conceptualizing gender as a social practice addresses the complexity of 
gender interactions, their meanings, and implications for participants as 
they are constructed and displayed in local contexts. This view does not 
rule out biological or developmental influences, but rather emphasizes the 
impact of sociocultural and sociopolitical processes on gender construction. 
Like gender, friendship in the educational literature has been 
strongly influenced by a psychological perspective. This view 
conceptualizes friendship as an interpersonal relationship which passes 
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through predictable stages with implications for individual development. 
While there are certainly developmental features of friend relations, a 
reconceptualization of friendship as a socially constructed concept focuses 
on the meaning and salience of friendship in local settings and how these 
meanings affect local participants’ access to friendships, status, and power. 
The ideologies, identities, and relationships that are related to 
bilingualism, gender, and friendship have consequences for second 
language learners in educational settings. Acceptance of dominant 
perspectives and psychological orientations can serve to mask the 
sociopolitical processes that affect students' access to status, social 
relationships, and classroom interaction. While not ignoring or denying 
processes of individual development, a socially oriented perspective focuses 
attention on the meanings constructed during interaction in social settings 
and how these meanings support and constrain individuals in different ways 
in local contexts. The following three chapters provide an analysis of the 
meanings and implications of bilingualism, gender, and friendship at the 
study site. 
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CHAPTER 5 
LOCAL CONSTRUCTION OF BILINGUALISM 
Introduction 
Chapter 4 consisted of a broad level analysis of literature which 
included a summary of the prevailing conceptualizations of bilingualism in 
the United States. From one of these perspectives, native language 
instruction is seen as unnecessary and possibly a hindrance in the 
acquisition of English and assimilation into American culture. The 
contrasting view frames bilingualism as a benefit, a resource to be 
developed, and bilingual education as the key to educational equality and 
English proficiency. Between these two is a third elitist discourse, the 
"double standard," which values bilingualism for some but not all groups 
of people. 
This chapter discusses the local construction of bilingualism relevant 
to the study site where elements of these dominant discourses are evident. 
The analysis proceeds in a funnel-like fashion moving from a broad to a 
more narrow focus. It begins with an overview of state regulations 
regarding bilingual education in order to demonstrate the value of 
bilingualism. Local programs and policies related to bilingualism for both 
native English speakers and English as a second language students are 
described. Public reaction to these policies are reviewed. Examples of 
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teachers' and students' ideologies and practices related to bilingualism and 
bilingual education are described. The significance of the ideologies, 
identities, and social relationships related to bilingualism is then presented. 
Implications for second language learners conclude the chapter. 
State Regulations for Bilingual Education 
In 1971 Massachusetts was the first state to pass legislation mandating 
bilingual education. The Massachusetts Transitional Bilingual Education 
statute, Chapter 71A (Massachusetts Department of Education, 1997) 
mandates more than is required at a federal level but limits these 
requirements to Transitional Bilingual Education (TBE) programs. 
Districts must offer TBE programs when they have 20 students of one 
language group at the district level. TBE teachers in Massachusetts are 
required to provide instruction in language arts, math, social studies, 
science, and their students' native cultures and history. 
The overriding goal of TBE programs is to transition students from 
native language instruction to an English mainstream program as rapidly as 
possible. While TBE programs provide temporary native language support, 
they do not aim to produce academically proficient bilingual students nor 
maintain native language proficiency. In TBE settings the native language 
is seen as a stepping stone on the path to English monolingualism rather 
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than having intrinsic value. The fact that bilingual education is required at 
all demonstrates a concern for the welfare of second language learners in 
the state. However, the transitional nature of such programs prioritizes 
English proficiency over bilingual proficiency. 
While bilingual education is required by state law, English-only 
forces have had an impact on bilingual education in Massachusetts. While 
attempts to eliminate bilingual education have failed, the Transitional 
Bilingual Education Act has been repeatedly attacked. Amid substantial 
public controversy, the Massachusetts Board of Education approved 
revisions to the TBE Act regulations effective August 22, 1997. This 
revision gives local school districts the flexibility to provide alternative 
services to TBE programs. Although the bilingual discourse is prominent 
in Massachusetts, the door has been opened through the waiver provision 
for more all-English programs. 
Native language instruction in TBE programs is valued as a 
transitional phase, a support for learning English does guarantee a 
minimum level of bilingual education. Schools which choose to provide 
more extensive bilingual services such as maintenance or two-way bilingual 
programs are faced with both the financial and political task of generating 
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support for bilingual education at a local level beyond that which is 
supported by the state!. 
Local Language Discourses 
Prior to 1988 there were no TBE programs in the River Valley 
School District. However, a Spanish immersion program for English 
dominant speakers was under consideration from 1987-1989. The proposed 
program was to begin with a single kindergarten classroom which would 
be instructed entirely in Spanish. One grade level would be added each year 
and when children were in third grade English language arts instruction 
would be introduced. The program would not incur expenses beyond the 
purchase of materials as no additional staff would be needed. The goal of 
the program was to produce functionally bilingual students who had 
greater cultural understanding by sixth grade. The program was abandoned 
when the School Governance Board from the school selected as the 
immersion site requested that the program be moved to a different school. 
At the same time they asserted that they supported bilingualism as a goal 
1 Maintenance programs provide native language and second language support for the 
duration of a student's education resulting in balanced academic bilingualism in both 
languages. Two-way programs instruct majority and minority language speakers. A 
Spanish two-way bilingual program in the United States, for example, would integrate 
English dominant and Spanish dominant speakers in one classroom or one program, 
increasing the contact between the two populations. Both languages are used for instruction 
and the goal is for all children to become bilingual in both languages. For examples of such 
programs which do voluntarily move beyond the limitations of the TBE model in 
supporting bilingualism and cultural pluralism see Corson (1995), Freeman (1996), and 
Lam (1993). 
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and urged the school committee to . . strengthen the opportunities for all 
children to develop fluency in a second language" (River Valley Recorder, 
3/11/87, p. 14). Reasons for requesting the move included issues over the 
transient nature of the school’s student population, the desire for visiting 
international families to learn English, the effects of having half the school 
be bilingual, and the burdens such a program might create for the school. 
Not explicitly stated in the newspaper article, but perhaps also of concern, 
was the fact that in order to add a Spanish immersion classroom every 
year, one English dominant teacher would have to be replaced or 
reassigned. 
The near implementation of the immersion program was 
accomplished with the support of an enthusiastic superintendent, a steering 
committee, and the school committee. The steering committee visited 
immersion programs and public forums were held to promote the idea. 
However, the community did not appear to be receptive even though the 
administration was supportive of this endeavor. This attempt to bring an 
immersion program into the local schools is representative of the 
bilingualism discourses described in Chapter 4 which tie bilingualism and 
related programs to ideologies and issues of power. In this case, although 
there was administrative support, the immersion program was not a 
priority for the local community. 
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Another example of the bilingualism discourse at the local level was 
foreign language instruction (now referred to as "world" language 
instruction rather than "foreign"). Currently the world languages program 
at the secondary level offers numerous languages to over 70% of the 
secondary student population (River Valley Recorder, 10/9/98). The 
elementary French and Spanish programs for fifth and sixth grades, on the 
other hand, were eliminated in 1991. The superintendent reported that the 
program had not proven to be effective and that students who participated 
in the elementary French and Spanish programs had no advantage over 
students who began such instruction in junior high. The elimination of the 
elementary program was also supported by some fifth and sixth grade 
classroom teachers who felt the language instruction was taking time away 
from other subjects which were "more important." 
In protest of this move an editorial appeared in the local paper 
entitled, "Foreign Language Classes Aren't Frills" (River Valley Recorder, 
11/17/95). The author challenged the "isolationist attitude" which led to the 
decision, stating that: 
Somehow we assume that people in other countries will learn English so they can 
visit the United States and negotiate international agreements in our language. That 
means they must be taught English in school. Yet we are not willing to commit 
funds and time to teach American children to speak and write in another language 
(p. 4). 
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She suggested a reprioritization of funding to address the problem and 
concluded that "Foreign language study is critical for all Americans in the 
21st century. Foreign languages are a necessity in this world, not a frill" 
(p. 4). The program was not reinstated at that time. 
This same author wrote a recent article describing the current 
secondary world languages program. The article reported that the 
administration is reconsidering world language instruction in the 
elementary schools (River Valley Recorder, 10/9/98, pp. 1, 8). Reasons 
cited for this renewed interest were the growing need for Americans to 
know a second language and the practice in other countries of providing 
second language instruction at the elementary level. 
These examples illustrate that local support of bilingualism for 
native English speakers has waxed and waned over the years responding to 
the political climate of the time. While there has been interest in such 
programs, it is also evident that the promotion of bilingualism for native 
English speakers has not been a top priority in the elementary schools, 
although there is an emphasis on such instruction at the secondary level. 
The immersion and world languages programs concerned native 
English speaking children learning a second language. The district also had 
a population of children whose first language was not English. Initially, in 
the late 1970s and early 1980s, instruction for these children was provided 
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by paraprofessionals in English and the native language when possible. As 
the population of ESL students grew during the 1980s, a professional ESL 
staff was hired and ESL programs were initiated. In 1988 the Spanish TBE 
program was implemented at the elementary level in response to parental 
pressure from Latino parents and state regulations. The growing 
population of linguistically diverse students over the next few years 
resulted in the institution of Chinese and Khmer TBE programs in other 
elementary schools as well as in increase in students who received only 
ESL instruction. 
Attention to this increase was reflected at school committee meetings 
and in the local papers as primarily a financial issue (River Valley 
Recorder, 2/25/87, 2/17/88, 3/8/89, 9/6/89). The unanticipated and rapid 
growth of the non-English speaking student population resulted in an 
overdrawn ESL budget and the need to hire additional staff. Funding for 
these programs was being requested at a time when the schools were 
struggling with fiscal restrictions imposed by state-wide tax cuts and the 
need to reduce budgets. The financial considerations of the ESL and TBE 
programs continued to appear in the local papers for several years. 
One suggestion was to eliminate the secondary Cambodian culture 
and history classes offered through the secondary Khmer TBE program. 
One school committee member stated: 
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I'm not anti-TBE, I'm anti-waste. I'm for applying money where it's most 
effective, and there are seven courses taught in other languages which are not 
grammar courses and do nothing to further students' English abilities. It doesn't 
seem fair or appropriate. Why not do the same for Italians, Germans, Finns, 
Russians, and everyone else? We just can't afford it" (River Valley Recorder, 
6/10/94, p. 1). 
A town meeting member echoed this sentiment suggesting a shift in 
instructional practice as well as a budget reduction for secondary TBE 
programs: 
I'm a strong supporter of... [the] cuts, though I think they don't go far enough. I 
think we could cut $100,000 out of the program by making it a "structured 
immersion" program which relies more on English instruction (River Valley 
Recorder, 6/10/94, p. 11). 
This member also questioned the appropriateness of the public 
schools as a site for cultural preservation: 
I'm the great-grandson of German immigrants and I treasure what little I remember 
of my German heritage. But what my parents and grandparents treasured, we 
treasured at home on Saturdays. I have many friends from different countries who 
treasure their heritage, but they don't ask taxpayers to support their heritage (River 
Valley Recorder, 6/10/94, p. 11). 
These arguments were similar to those presented by Porter (1990) in 
a critique of bilingual education. School committee and town meeting 
members may have been influenced by the publication of her book and by 
several talks and interviews that she gave locally. 
These recommendations and comments were countered by opposing 
perspectives from bilingual teachers, ESL teachers, and minority 
community members. Some were concerned that "There have been 
additional cuts here and there that could prevent non-native speakers from 
having the same opportunities as native speakers" (River Valley Recorder, 
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6/10/84, p. 11). Others argued that native language, history, and cultural 
instruction reinforced students' identities, improved self-esteem, and helped 
them to stabilize in the midst of great personal transition. Such issues, they 
stated, should not be reduced to an argument about dollars and cents (River 
Valley Recorder, 6/10/84, p. 11). 
It was also during this period that a new superintendent was hired. 
The school committee membership also changed reflecting a growing 
conservative sentiment across the nation toward multilingualism and 
multiculturalism. Some committee members began to question whether 
multiculturalism was being "overdone" in the schools at the expense of 
"our own" culture (River Valley Recorder, 5/24/96, p. 4). The 
requirement of a multicultural component was also removed from teachers' 
evaluations. In recent years the school committee membership has again 
shifted and now includes language and racial minority representation which 
has shaped policy in slightly different ways, giving more weight to 
minority discourses. 
In sum, over the past 10 years, the local community which had once 
only considered foreign language instruction as an enrichment program for 
monolingual English speaking students was faced with the issue of first and 
second language instruction for non-English dominant children. Because 
the transitional bilingual education programs were mandated by the state, 
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the local community was not in a position to deny their implementation. In 
this way the minority view was protected by state law. But the degree to 
which these programs were supported and the conflicting ideologies that 
were voiced in public discussion around the funding and practices of the 
program reflect a struggle between the dominant English-only and 
minority bilingual discourses. English as a second language instruction for 
non-English speakers was not contested from any perspective, but first 
language and culture instruction for these populations was. The level of 
local support for the state mandated TBE programs was dependent on the 
power and persuasive ability of broad and local discourses to influence 
practice and allocate funding. 
This struggle was reflected in public debate and in the local 
newspaper. While language did not receive the same degree of public 
attention as other educational issues such as tracking, home schooling, 
racism, air quality, or the display of gay and lesbian family photographs, it 
did constitute one of the local concerns. A description of River Valley 
Spanish TBE program follows. 
River Valiev School and the Spanish TBE Program 
The TBE program at River Valley School enrolls from 15-25 
Spanish dominant students grades K-6 yearly. The population over the past 
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10 years has been composed of students from Argentina, Bolivia, Chile, 
Colombia, Cuba, The Dominican Republic, El Salvador, Guatemala, 
Mexico, Peru, Puerto Rico, and Spain. The majority of the students are 
from Puerto Rico and the three TBE teachers that have taught in the 
program over the past 10 years were also Puerto Rican. 
At River Valley School the current school principal has been 
supportive of the TBE program by providing modular classrooms for both 
the TBE and ESL teachers. Space for all non-classroom programs such as 
special education and music is at a premium at this school, but the principal 
has protected the TBE and ESL classrooms to date from others who have 
clamored for a right to the space. He has also made an effort to hire 
Spanish bilingual counselors, special education aides, and support personnel 
in the school. 
At the time of the study, school-wide Spanish language documents 
were limited to TBE enrollment information (required by law), a welcome 
sign on the door which asked visitors to report to the office, and a copy of 
the school rules in Spanish. Most other school generated materials were 
sent home in English. There were a number of classroom teachers who had 
some of the notices they sent home to Spanish speaking families translated 
when possible by the TBE teacher and aide. During school-wide events 
such as assemblies there was occasional Spanish translation. Spanish TBE 
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students sometimes performed in Spanish during these assemblies, but the 
rest of the events occurred in English. While the Spanish TBE program 
existed in the school, the dominance of English and the mainstream culture 
went unquestioned. 
During the year the study was conducted there was a wide range of 
experience among classroom teachers regarding bilingual education and 
second language acquisition. Only two classroom teachers had background 
in bilingual education and two teachers had some second language 
proficiency. Mandatory in-service training was provided when the Spanish 
TBE program was first introduced into the school but has not been 
repeated in the intervening nine years for all staff. New teachers received a 
one to two hour training about the ESL and TBE programs during new 
teaching orientation. Teachers who were interested in additional training 
have independently pursued professional development related to bilingual 
education and second language learners. Workshops and courses on these 
topics have been offered regularly through the local university and the 
River Valley Staff Development Center. 
Several teachers have also taken advantage of a graduate course 
which was offered on site about issues relevant to Puerto Rican students. 
The course was specifically designed to meet the needs of River Valley 
teachers. Some teachers were also part of a collaboration with the local 
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university which arranged Spanish language instruction for small groups of 
English dominant students. The purpose of these tutorials was to highlight 
the value of Spanish and give the monolingual English students a language 
learning experience. Several teachers have attended after-school Spanish 
classes for adults which occur weekly at River Valley School. So, while 
there was no school-wide commitment to language minority students which 
involved all teachers, a subset of teachers have chosen to participate in 
ongoing professional development opportunities. 
Just as their training and experience with second language learners 
and bilingual education varied, mainstream classroom teachers' interaction 
with TBE teachers and students was also inconsistent across grade levels. 
There were teachers who fully supported the TBE program and worked 
closely with the bilingual teachers to provide an integrated experience for 
their students. There were also teachers who saw the time the bilingual 
children spent in TBE and ESL classes as time that caused these students to 
"miss" what was occurring in their own classrooms. While many of these 
teachers wanted to support and value the children's language and culture, 
they also saw learning English and being part of the mainstream classroom 
culture as important. Some teachers saw the TBE program as yet another 
imposition and interruption to work around. They complained that it was 
difficult under these circumstances to form personal relationships with the 
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TBE children and to integrate them into classroom life when these students 
were in and out of their classrooms. A few classroom teachers found it 
challenging when a child did not view them as their "rear teacher but 
gravitated toward the bilingual teacher. 
Forming social relationships between students and teachers has an 
impact on classroom harmony and potentially a teacher's ability to manage 
a classroom. This is significant in a school environment where teacher 
competency is measured, in part, by a teacher's ability to manage and 
"control" children. This issue of management may also have been a factor 
in some mainstream classroom teachers' frustration. For some, this meant 
they wanted to have the Spanish bilingual students in their classrooms more 
often, for others the issue was what to do with them when they were there. 
Given the wide-range of teacher training, experience, beliefs, and 
practices, there was no unified support for the TBE program at a building 
level. This is not to discount the effort that many people did put into 
educating and integrating the second language learners at River Valley 
School. However, with no common base of understanding and commitment 
on a district or building level, it was very difficult to create an 
environment that prioritized bilingualism and valued multiculturalism. 
Mrs. Ryan, the kindergarten teacher in this study, was one teacher 
who pursued these goals in spite of the lack of cohesive support on an 
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institutional level. A description of her personal ideologies of 
multiculturalism and bilingualism are described below with attention to 
contextual constraints. 
Classroom Teacher's Ideology of Multiculturalism and Bilingualism 
Mrs. Ryan was an experienced native English speaking elementary 
teacher. She was well-liked and respected by parents, students and 
colleagues. Her demeanor had a calming effect on children who typically 
responded to her quickly and consistently, a highly valued trait in a school 
setting. Overt conflicts with children were extremely rare. I never heard 
her raise her voice or become impatient with a child during the entire year 
I spent observing in her classroom. 
Her curriculum and instruction were highly interactive, hands-on, 
and creative. Mrs. Ryan put in many extra hours on nights and weekends 
preparing lessons and special events for her students. She believed that 
children’s first school experience had a significant impact on their attitudes 
and felt highly responsible for getting them off to a good start. She wanted 
them to enjoy learning and to look forward to coming to school and made a 
special effort to make that happen. She would often remind them as they 
were departing for home of the exciting activities that were planned for the 
following day. Mrs. Ryan felt kindergarten was an important time for 
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children socially and did not feel that it was well understood or valued 
within the district: 
... as long as I've taught kindergarten here I don’t see a real commitment to the 
kindergarten. I see that we have it, and I see that we do okay with it, but I see that 
we don’t really understand what we’re doing and how important what we’re doing 
is ... to value the diversity and what that will mean for the world. What happens in 
kindergarten is what will happen for the world. (Interview #1, p. 2.) 
As mentioned in Chapter 4, one of the criteria for selecting a 
classroom for study was the teacher's awareness of social issues which 
might impact second language learners. Mrs. Ryan demonstrated a deep, 
personal commitment to social justice and social change which was shaped 
by her own experience as an African American woman. She adhered to the 
principle of "unity through diversity." She especially enjoyed teaching 
social studies topics related to diversity, multicultural education, and equity 
and had graduate training in these areas. Her ideological perspective can be 
characterized by the "Human Relations Approach" which is one of five 
approaches Grant and Sleeter (1993) use to characterize multicultural 
education teaching ideologies. The Human Relations Approach focuses on 
helping people live together harmoniously and respect one another so that 
justice and equality can be realized. The curriculum addresses teaching 
about individual differences and similarities. The "... goal is to promote a 
feeling of unity, tolerance, and acceptance within the existing social 
structure, 'I am okay and you are okay'" (Grant & Sleeter, 1993, p. 53). 
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In an interview early in the school year Mrs. Ryan described the 
social skills and values she wanted to develop in her kindergarten students 
which articulated this approach: 
Well, I definitely want them to like themselves so that they can like other 
people. And if they like other people they will hopefully respect other people 
which, I think, is key to a good human being-to have the respect... I think you 
can spend the whole year in kindergarten just working on that... if kids get far 
thinking that they don't have to respect each other or themselves, that’s when you 
get kids who kill each other, take things from each other, rob each other's 
homes ... I want them to feel that these are all brothers and sisters who happen to 
be in the same room .... All of that, becoming aware people, caring people, 
prejudice free people. I think that is definitely within our reach. I want to help raise 
people who will make the world better. I think that if they can leave this year with 
that, that would be great. (Interview #1, p. 11.) 
The following are examples of how this ideology translated into 
curriculum. Mrs. Ryan taught a social studies unit on different countries 
including Mexico, El Salvador, Russia, and the Commonwealth of Puerto 
Rico. She explored the heritage and culture of her Native American 
student. She invited children's parents into the classroom to talk with the 
children and incorporated special activities such as cooking, art, and dance 
demonstrations. With Ms. Diaz she encouraged the development of a 
Spanish/English bilingual play. She also developed an extensive unit on 
peace and the work of Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. and organized 
assemblies and school-wide events around this theme. Throughout the year, 
she emphasized both the differences and similarities among people. 
In addition to evidence from her classroom that supports the Human 
Relations Approach, Mrs. Ryan was involved in a number of district and 
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community projects focused on promoting unity and addressing the needs 
of minority children. She was recently recognized for her work with a 
district-wide multicultural award. Her efforts were not always embraced 
enthusiastically by other teachers, however. Mrs. Ryan commented that 
she often felt "like a salmon swimming upstream" in her efforts to support 
minority children and raise adult consciousness about multicultural 
education in an environment that did not share her commitment and 
consciousness about the issue. She saw herself battling the popular media, 
cultural stereotypes, historical circumstances, and the predominantly 
homogenous white administration and teaching faculty in the district. 
Mrs. Ryan’s ideology of bilingualism was closely related to her 
ideology of multiculturalism which emphasized valuing diversity and 
respecting all people. She believed that there was a connection between 
valuing people, their cultures, and the languages they spoke. She was also 
aware of the dominant local discourse which did not value bilingualism or 
diversity. 
In an effort to counter these negative discourses she focused on 
affirming all of her students' cultures and languages. She overtly discussed 
the value of bilingualism with her class and supported lessons in Spanish, 
Russian, and sign language. She frequently introduced her class to others as 
a class where "We are learning two languages." She asked adults when they 
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entered the room what languages they spoke at home to broaden the 
children's notions of who was bilingual and to affirm the children who did 
speak other languages. 
Using her own personal resources she attempted to procure as many 
Spanish children's books and classroom materials as possible. Her bulletin 
boards, posters, morning messages to the children, and even reward 
stickers included Spanish vocabulary. She sought translation from the 
bilingual staff for parent notices and newsletters and worked through 
Spanish interpreters during parent conferences. All this was done in an 
effort to make her students feel valued as members of the classroom. 
While Mrs. Ryan was clear in her commitment to valuing diversity, 
which included multilingualism, she questioned how the TBE program 
model employed in this particular setting affected her vision of unity. Like 
most mainstream classroom teachers she wanted Spanish bilingual children 
to learn English and felt this was cmcial for their ultimate success. At the 
same time she didn't want them to feel negatively about speaking Spanish. 
She had done some reading and talking with people about program models 
and had some reservations about the pull-out ESL and TBE instruction that 
occurred in the River Valley School District. She was concerned about the 
bilingual children being separated from the rest of the class for part of the 
day and the message that sent to them and to the monolingual students. She 
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didn't want being bilingual to be interpreted as being "less than" or 
indicating a problem. Mrs. Ryan articulated these concerns in an interview 
early in the year. It is possible that my position as the ESL teacher at this 
school may have prevented her from expressing her reservations about the 
bilingual program more strongly than she did in this excerpt: 
... in terms of the language I'm just not sure whether the way we're doing what 
we're doing is the best way for what we're doing. I don't feel positively or 
negatively. I have talked with people who've had similar situations who feel as 
though the children who are speaking English, um, don't get as far, as much, 
whatever, because they're trying to do both. I have talked to a couple of people who 
have said, "No, it's wonderful." I'm not sure how wonderful it is. I'm not sure. I 
know we need this mix, but how we're doing it, I'm just not sure. I need to see 
these kids go on to first grade and be just as successful as any other class before I'll 
say, "Okay, maybe that's the way to do it." I know we want to value their language 
and culture, but I'm just not sure yet. You know, I see the kids lining up to pull-out 
... I certainly don't want to appear racist or whatever, you know. I don't know 
enough about languages and all that stuff to say, "Oh, yes, this is the best way." But 
I did have a conversation with a person who has written a couple of books about this 
and it was their feeling there are other ways to do it. (Interview #1, p. 5.) 
Mrs. Ryan seemed to be caught between her deep commitment to 
create a prejudice free, harmonious society and the bilingual model that in 
some ways seemed to be working against this goal by separating and 
removing students from the classroom. She was also caught between 
wanting to honor Spanish in the classroom and the pressure from the 
institution to produce children who measured up to a certain academic 
standard. She wasn't sure how to balance the use of Spanish, English, and 
academic instruction for all the students and still communicate her message 
of valuing bilingualism and social relationships. 
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In sum, Mrs. Ryan found herself in the position of trying to support 
and celebrate linguistic and cultural diversity in an environment that was 
lukewarm toward these issues. The school was not a site which promoted 
bilingual maintenance programs or bilingualism for all students. She wasn't 
sure how much Spanish instruction should occur for all the children given 
that she was not in a two-way bilingual program. Her classroom was not 
officially even a bilingual classroom. It was a mainstream English 
classroom that contained some bilingual speakers who were expected to 
learn English. The English speakers were not expected to learn Spanish. 
She received no money for purchasing materials that would support her 
bilingual students and used her personal funds to do so. Lastly, she was 
concerned with the separation of Spanish bilingual children from the 
mainstream children during pull-out English and Spanish instruction. She 
did not want bilingualism to be labeled as a condition that needed 
remediation or had negative connotations. She also felt it was difficult to 
create unity through diversity when there was separation. Her dilemma 
reflected elements of both English-only and bilingual ideologies. She 
wanted the Spanish bilingual children to learn English. She wanted to value 
their language and culture, but she wasn't sure if supporting their ongoing 
bilingualism was worth the "price" of social separation. 
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Mrs. Gonzalez, the Spanish TBE teacher, was also concerned about 
the TBE students' social integration and feelings of value and acceptance in 
the mainstream classrooms. She held a slightly different perspective on 
these issues than Mrs. Ryan and the majority of classroom teachers. Mrs. 
Gonzalez was not usually present during the observation periods for this 
study, nor were observations conducted in her classroom. Her perspective 
will be included here because Mrs. Gonzalez was representative of an 
ideology of bilingualism that affected the practices at River Valley School. 
Spanish TBE Teacher's Ideology of Bilingualism 
Mrs. Gonzalez was hired to teach Spanish language arts, math, social 
studies, science, and health to the children enrolled in the Spanish TBE 
program. She taught all 15-20 Spanish bilingual children grades K-6 each 
day with the assistance of a bilingual aide. She provided instruction 
primarily in a separate classroom with the exception of math instruction 
which occurred in the kindergarten classroom. She had been at the research 
site for four years. 
Mrs. Gonzalez was one of three TBE teachers who worked in the 
TBE program during the 10 years of its existence. All three of the women 
who had taught in the program were experienced teachers certified in 
bilingual education with Master's degrees. All three were native Spanish 
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speakers from Puerto Rico with professional proficiency in English. While 
interview material reported in this study will be drawn only from 
Mrs. Gonzalez, the teacher who was teaching in the program during the 
year this study was conducted, I will draw on the experiences of the other 
two as well. This will be done because although the three teachers worked 
in the program at different periods of its development, in different spaces, 
and with different children, they reported very similar views about the 
priorities of the program and the climate in which they worked. I believe 
that their common Puerto Rican heritage, as well as their experience as 
bilingual teachers in a monolingual environment, contributed to their 
perceptions of the situation at River Valley School. 
All three teachers saw their role as providing academic as well as 
emotional and cultural support to their students. They all provided the 
majority of instruction within their own classroom but were open, on some 
occasions, to working in mainstream classes or assigning their bilingual 
aide to work in mainstream classes. They all made an effort to reach out to 
Spanish bilingual parents by planning special events and performances with 
their students. 
The TBE teachers all worked toward harmonious relationships with 
mainstream classroom teachers but felt that some of the classroom teachers 
did not respect the fact that they planned and taught lessons and were, in 
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fact, teachers. One factor that contributed to this sentiment was the pull-out 
nature of instruction. The TBE teachers were often frustrated that their 
students did not come to class on time because they were delayed in a 
mainstream classroom. Sometimes the mainstream classroom teacher 
changed the schedule or planned an unannounced event which affected the 
TBE teachers' plans and lessons. The TBE teachers felt highly responsible 
for the academic achievement and cultural support of their students and 
were concerned when they had to give up instructional time to unplanned 
interruptions. They were also concerned that some of the classroom 
teachers didn't seem to understand what they were doing and viewed the 
TBE program as something separate, remedial, or adjunct to the 
mainstream program. 
This feeling of being adjunct was emphasized when materials were 
purchased for the district. When the district adopted a new math or reading 
series, for example, TBE teachers were not supplied with similar materials 
or with sufficient materials at each grade level. When they requested them 
they were informed that the "extra" bilingual materials had not been 
included in the budget. Instances such as these left TBE teachers and staff 
feeling as though they were not part of the mainstream instructional 
program. It also positioned them as having to advocate for equitable 
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distribution of resources in order to provide equitable instruction to their 
students, something they all reported and, at times, resented. 
In addition to advocating for materials, they also had to advocate for 
services. One example of this was the lack of bilingual special education 
services for TBE students. The system in place involved consultation 
between the English special education teacher and the bilingual TBE 
teacher. The bilingual TBE teacher, or a bilingual paraprofessional, was 
then responsible for direct services. The TBE teachers felt strongly that 
their students had a right to instruction from trained, bilingual special 
education teachers. Along with parents they expressed this concern to 
administrators and the school committee (River Valley Recorder, 5/28/96). 
As reported in the newspaper, administrators and school committee 
members responded that they were concerned with the services but also 
with the feasibility and financial requirements of procuring qualified 
personnel for such a small number of children. They were cautious about 
the possibility of misplacing second language learners in special education 
classes when the issue was language, development, or lack of school 
experience and not a learning disability. A secondary TBE teacher replied 
that while all of those concerns were valid, there were still some children 
in need of special education services who were not receiving them 
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just because they weren't fluent in English and the lack of services might be 
an issue of compliance with state law. 
This meeting was an example of the interchange between dominant 
and minority perspectives regarding language minority education in the 
district. In circumstances such as these, TBE staff at River Valley School 
felt that they were required to be unwavering advocates for their students 
requesting equitable materials and services they believed should have been 
provided without waging a battle to procure them. What they saw was a 
situation in which their students were not receiving the same level of 
instruction as dominant English speaking children. The administration and 
school committee were in the position of judging whether such requests 
were justified based on the small number of children requiring such 
services, the transitional nature of the TBE program, the availability of 
trained bilingual special education teachers, and the costs of hiring such 
personnel. 
Another issue for all the TBE teachers had been their student's 
"rights" to receive information in Spanish and the "need" to separate their 
students to provide Spanish language instruction, especially language arts, 
in a supportive environment without distraction. While the TBE teachers 
were concerned about their students' social integration into the mainstream 
program and culture, they were also adamant about the benefits of 
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separating their students from the mainstream population in order to 
provide Spanish instruction. The TBE teachers felt the affirmation of their 
language and culture that occurred in the TBE program was a vital 
component of their students' success. They also felt the children were more 
comfortable in the TBE classroom which was linguistically and culturally 
familiar, especially when children were first learning English. In addition, 
some of the TBE teachers stated that the children did not focus well when 
English instruction and subsequent Spanish translation was provided, a 
finding also reported by Wong Fillmore (1982). It was also hard for the 
children to attend when they were receiving Spanish instruction in an 
English environment. In addition, some of the TBE teachers stated that 
they were not treated as teachers when working in another teacher's 
classroom, but rather as translators or aides and, for that reason, preferred 
to teach in their own classroom. 
One example of the issue of integration vs. separation in 
kindergarten occurred early during the study year. Prior to the first full 
day of school Mrs. Ryan, Ms. Diaz (the classroom aide), Mrs. Gonzalez, 
and I met to discuss the schedule. Mrs. Ryan stated that she would prefer 
that the TBE children receive some of the TBE or ESL instruction in her 
room because she felt they would not want to leave the kindergarten 
classroom. Mrs. Gonzalez agreed to teach math in the classroom, in part, 
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because she was interested in learning more about teaching math to young 
children from Mrs. Ryan. However, Mrs. Gonzalez was firm about the 
need to teach Spanish language arts in her classroom where they could 
focus on Spanish literacy without the distractions of English or the 
activities of a mainstream classroom. She believed, based on the transfer 
theory outlined in Chapter 4, that a solid foundation in Spanish literacy 
would contribute to strong literacy skills in both languages. She had had 
experience the previous year teaching a group of first grade students who 
had come from a district kindergarten where they had not had access to 
TBE services. These students had not received any literacy instruction in 
Spanish and were not able to comprehend and take advantage of the literacy 
instruction that had been provided in English. She felt that these students 
had been unprepared for first grade literacy activities in either language. 
She did not want the same thing to happen with the current group of 
kindergarteners. Spanish instruction in an environment she considered 
conducive to learning was a priority. 
The second item discussed at this meeting was what would occur on 
the first day of school. Mid-morning on the first day, Mrs. Ryan planned to 
introduce all the children to some of the school routines they would be 
engaging in that day such as selecting their lunch choice, going to the 
cafeteria, and using the bathrooms. She wasn't sure whether to have all the 
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groups consist of Spanish and English speakers which necessitated constant 
translation or to have the Spanish speakers in a group that was conducted 
by the aide in Spanish. She was tom between wanting all the children to 
have access to and understand these routines and having to separate the 
Spanish speakers from the monolingual English speakers. Her preference 
was not to separate the children by languages because it also separated them 
by race and ethnicity. 
Mrs. Gonzalez felt that the Spanish dominant children had a right to 
have the same information given to them clearly in Spanish in a 
nondistracting environment. She stated that it was ineffective to say it all in 
English and then translate into Spanish because her students quit paying 
attention and didn't even hear the Spanish when it was offered. At the same 
time, the English speakers would often lose interest during the Spanish 
translation. Given that it was the first full day of school and that the 
children were not accustomed to both languages, the TBE teacher suggested 
that her students be given the orientation in Spanish. Mrs. Ryan was still 
uncomfortable with this arrangement and in the end she provided an 
orientation with all the children together. Later her aide, Ms. Diaz, 
provided a separate orientation for the Spanish dominant children. 
Another example of the issue of information vs. integration occurred 
early in the year in a slightly different context but with similar results. As 
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previously mentioned, during the year of the study Mrs. Gonzalez chose to 
teach math in the kindergarten classroom. She basically followed the plans 
that Mrs. Ryan had designed and worked with the six Spanish dominant 
children at a separate table. The other tables were headed by Mrs. Ryan, 
her aide, or a student teacher. Mrs. Gonzalez liked this arrangement 
because her group could be doing the same thing as the other groups in the 
class and they could still speak Spanish. She experimented with combining 
her group to include monolingual English speakers but felt that: 
Well, you know, sometimes I would really lose some of my kids when I spoke 
English to the English speaking kids. So I really had to stick with speaking Spanish 
only, otherwise they would just lose interest and think that at that moment they were 
not required to do any work or pay attention because it was, they, they don't see me 
as a person who speaks English. So as soon as I spoke English, there was no 
connection between us. (Interview #1, p. 2.) 
This tension between academic and social agendas, which was often 
related to the use of English and Spanish, continued to exist throughout the 
year. It was perhaps more pronounced in Mrs. Ryan's classroom than some 
of the other classrooms because Mrs. Ryan was so committed to unity, 
integration, and community. This tension may have been exacerbated by 
the pull-out design of the TBE program, but it may also be indicative of a 
difference in teacher ideologies regarding language use and the rights and 
needs of bilingual speakers. 
Just as Mrs. Ryan's emphasis on integration and social justice were 
related to her African American heritage and the experiences of blacks in 
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the United States, the TBE teacher's ideologies of bilingualism were due in 
part to the historical and political relationship between the United States 
and Puerto Rico. This relationship and its significance to the study will be 
discussed next. 
Historical Circumstances 
Ideologies of language use are not simply the property of individual 
teachers but are the result of a much broader social context. Walsh (1991) 
proposes that: 
In order to understand the dialectics of linguistic imposition and linguistic 
resistance, it is important to situate language in history, in experience, and in the 
relations of power and struggle that determine, legitimize, and/or constrain 
particular ways of being .... the voice or voices of individuals frequently reveal 
much about the conditions and relations that position and surround them (p. 4). 
The relationship between Puerto Rico and the United States is 
significant because it is one of colonization and had critical political, 
linguistic, educational, and economic consequences for the Islanders. This 
impact can be seen in the ideologies of the Puerto Rican teachers. For many 
of the monolingual teachers, it was the lack of knowledge about Puerto 
Rican-U.S. relations and their position as members of the dominant 
population that contributed to the underlying ideological differences at 
River Valley School. A brief summary of the relationship between Puerto 
Rico and the United States follows in order to bring the relevance of these 
historical circumstances to the forefront. 
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Puerto Rican-U.S. Relations. For the indigenous Taino population of 
Puerto Rico the experience of colonization began when the island was 
"discovered” and claimed by Spain in 1493. This resulted in the 
importation of the Spanish language, religion, and culture. Subsequent 
wars, disease, and enslavement radically reduced the native Taino 
population. Four hundred years of Spanish rule ensued (Osuna, 1949). In 
1898, the United States "won" Puerto Rico in the Spanish-American War. 
It was a fairly peaceful military occupation, but the intentions of the 
colonizer were hardly subtle. The United States government wasted no time 
in setting about the process of dominating the Puerto Rican population and 
purging them of their identity. Puerto Rico was declared an unincorporated 
territory subject to Congressional rule but Puerto Ricans were denied 
citizenship, given no access to the protection of the U.S. Constitution, and 
no right to vote in U.S. elections (Walsh, 1991). 
In 1899 English was declared the language of government and in 
1905 began to replace Spanish as the language of instruction in Puerto 
Rican schools. Puerto Rican teachers who could not pass a yearly English 
examination had their teacher certifications rescinded (Negron de Montilla, 
1971; Osuna, 1949). The Puerto Rican population was to use the same texts 
and teaching methods that were employed by teachers on the mainland who 
were teaching monolingual English-speaking students. There was no effort 
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to understand the culture, language, or lives of the Puerto Rican 
population. North American teachers were imported to educate the masses. 
In Walsh's words, the schools' "... curricular practices attempted to shape 
young children into colonial pawns" (1991, p. 7). Patriotic displays and 
military drills became part of day-to-day life in the schools in order to 
further Americanize the population. English proficiency became equated 
with patriotism. 
Over the next 90 years, language policies in Puerto Rico underwent 
constant revision due to the U.S. government's overt attempts to impose the 
use of English on a Spanish speaking population. Even so, the population 
resisted and English did not become the primary language of everyday use, 
although it did become more widespread in academic and upper class 
circles (Negron de Montilla, 1971; Solis, 1994). 
The takeover of the Puerto Rican schools was financed by a local 
property tax, not American mainland dollars (Solis, 1994; Walsh, 1991). 
In addition, U.S. companies entered Puerto Rico which shifted many 
agricultural workers into factory jobs. These companies later withdrew 
leaving thousands of Puerto Ricans without work. Profits from these 
ventures were usually sent to the mainland rather than being reinvested in 
the local economy. 
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In 1917, when the U.S. was preparing to enter World War I, Puerto 
Ricans were granted citizenship if they rescinded their allegiance to Puerto 
Rico. With this new status came the responsibility of military duty. Even 
so, Puerto Ricans were still subject to "no-voice" rule by the U.S. 
government since the Island had no Congressional representation. During 
World War II the Island served as a strategic U.S. military base in order to 
protect the Panama Canal. 
Stripped of their language, their voice, their livelihood, their 
culture, and pressed into military service the Islanders began to fight back. 
Parents, teachers, and even elementary children began to resist the 
tyrannical imposition of a language, values, and culture that were not their 
own. Though prohibited, displays of Puerto Rican nationalism such as 
raising the Puerto Rican flag during public ceremonies did occur. Strikes 
by school children and resistance by teachers demonstrated frustration with 
the imposition of English and the process of Americanization. More 
subversive activities were instigated by extreme political organizations 
(Solis, 1994; Walsh, 1991). The U.S. initially responded with military 
troops and violence in some cases and with more restricted language and 
educational policies in others, but eventually turned over some of its 
colonial power to local autonomy. 
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In 1948 Puerto Ricans were allowed to elect a governor, Luis 
Munoz, who reinstated all Spanish instruction in public schools with 
English taught as a second language. However, the years of U.S. 
domination in the schools had effectively eliminated Puerto Rican history, 
culture, and beliefs from the curriculum. American heroes and holidays 
were the standard fare (Negron de Montilla, 1971; Solis, 1994). 
While Spanish is the dominant vernacular on the Island today, issues 
of language policy and the legal status of Puerto Rico continue. Debate 
rages openly between those who advocate full statehood for Puerto Rico on 
one hand, and the independentistas on the other, who want to self-govern 
and sever ties with the United States. Several variations exist between these 
polemic positions which combine the issues of language use and political 
status into a variety of configurations (Pousada, 1996). For Puerto Ricans 
who are forced by economic circumstances, or choose to move to the 
mainland, there is often little awareness on the part of English monolingual 
Americans of this highly charged and contested relationship between the 
U.S. and its Commonwealth (Sobs, 1994). 
In sum, Puerto Ricans have lived under 500 years of colonization. 
Under U.S. rule in the last century they have been subjected to a stripping 
away of their language, their voice, their history, their livelihood, their 
culture, and the ability to self-govem. Poor economic circumstances on the 
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Island caused by the displacement of agricultural workers by U.S. 
corporations, forced many Puerto Ricans to migrate to the mainland where 
they are subjected to further racist attitudes from the very population that 
has caused their plight. For many this has had serious personal and cultural 
consequences: 
Through its use of the English language, its imposition of U.S. values, and its 
emphasis on and maintenance of a dominant/subordinate ideology, schooling in 
Puerto Rico has contributed to what might be termed a sort of psychological 
domestication; hindered have been individuals' creativity, self-confidence, and self- 
determination. From early childhood, students are taught that Puerto Rico is small 
and the United States is big, that Puerto Rico is weak and the United States is 
strong. Outside of the United States, Puerto Rico has no history, no heroes or 
heroines; Puerto Rico has never been able to stand alone. This hegemonic 
positioning, according to some, has perpetuated a sort of national inferiority 
complex, a population that is tom between their own cultural roots and histories and 
those of the colonizer (Walsh, 1991, p. 26). 
The U.S. policies instituted on the Island were designed to meld and 
mold its population into colonial subservience. The debate over language 
must be examined within the political colonial context of U.S. domination. 
Learning any second language in and of itself is not problematic. There are 
many Puerto Ricans who see the advantages to knowing English. But, as 
Solis (1994) puts it, "... when a language is used to divest a people of their 
culture and to subordinate them to another, that, according to international 
law is genocide" (p. 148). 
The Puerto Rican teachers in this study were all highly educated and 
aware of these historical circumstances. All had previous teaching 
experience in Massachusetts in districts in which the majority of students 
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were Spanish dominant. The issues at River Valley School were quite 
different than they were in Spanish dominant schools. Bilingual classrooms 
at those sites were the norm, not an anomaly. Spanish speakers were 
dominant, not the minority, as they were at River Valley School. 
Many of the English dominant River Valley teachers, the majority 
population, were unaware that Puerto Rico is a U.S. Commonwealth and 
that Puerto Ricans are U.S. citizens. They did not realize that during the 
early relations between Puerto Rico and the United States, the U.S. 
government attempted to eradicate their language and culture, and that 
many Puerto Ricans have been forced to leave the Island to seek 
employment on the mainland. Misunderstandings regarding this issue are 
reflected in political discourse, educational practices, and personal 
ideologies of bilingualism. 
Some of the tension that results over policies and practices around 
bilingualism and language instruction can be traced to the historical 
circumstances and lack of understanding of these circumstances by some 
teachers. At River Valley School, for example, there were mainstream 
teachers who wanted their students to be integrated members of their 
monolingual English classroom community. Like Mrs. Ryan, they felt that 
there were negative consequences in separating the children. The Spanish 
bilingual teachers, drawing on different historical circumstances, saw value 
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in providing native language and cultural support to their students in a 
separate environment. They did not support the eradication of their 
students' Latino identities while being swallowed by the mainstream culture 
and its negative images of bilingualism. They felt that a strong sense of 
identity was crucial for success in an English mainstream culture. At the 
same time they were incensed when their students were ignored or 
excluded from special mainstream events due to their absence from the 
classroom. Both mainstream and TBE teachers had the best interests of 
their students at heart, but supported slightly different and conflicting 
ideologies which created a certain amount of tension and conflict in the 
local setting with regard to day-to-day practices. 
One person who found herself positioned between these two 
ideologies was Ms. Diaz, the Spanish bilingual kindergarten classroom aide. 
While she held many of the same beliefs as the TBE teachers, she was 
limited in the degree to which she could make independent decisions 
regarding language use and instruction both in and out of the classroom. A 
discussion of her unique role and relationship to Mrs. Ryan follows. 
The Bilingual Classroom Aide: Caught in the Middle 
All of the kindergarten classrooms in the River Valley School 
District had a teacher and an aide. Grades 1-6 had only a classroom 
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teacher. Ms. Diaz was hired by Mrs. Ryan specifically because she was a 
native Spanish speaker with experience in bilingual education. This was not 
a requirement of the school system but was a priority for Mrs. Ryan. 
Like Mrs. Ryan, Ms. Diaz wanted to present bilingualism positively 
to all the children. In the fall, I interviewed Ms. Diaz who articulated these 
beliefs in relation to both the bilingual and monolingual kindergarten 
children. For the Spanish dominant students: 
My role is to integrate them in the classroom. To try not to make them feel that 
they're unusual in the classroom, that they're strangers. Uh, I have to make them 
feel like they're kindergarten kids like the rest of the class and that they are here to 
learn. I will say that my role, too, is to try to make them understand that their 
first language is very important and that we do appreciate to have more than one 
language, that it's good, and they need to learn English. (Interview #1, p. 2.) 
In relation to the monolingual English speakers: 
My role with the rest of the kids is to let them know that I am their teacher, too. 
That I am bilingual and that every time that they want to hear a story in Spanish 
that, sometimes they have asked me to tell them a story in Spanish, they can hear a 
story in Spanish. That to let them know that I appreciate so much and I value to 
have both languages and to present that as something good and something that if 
they want to they should be looking forward to learn to speak another language. 
(Interview #1, p. 2.) 
Ms. Diaz wanted to serve as a positive role model for all the 
children by her presence in the classroom. However, she was not officially 
expected to provide instruction in Spanish to the Spanish bilingual children. 
She felt that this was Ms. Gonzalez's domain and she did not want to 
interfere with the TBE program curriculum. As a classroom aide she 
translated for the Spanish bilingual children when necessary. She did 
provide informal Spanish language instruction to the mainstream English 
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children, but learning Spanish was not an official component of the 
kindergarten program. 
Mrs. Ryan and Ms. Diaz were aware of the status difference 
between teachers and aides and did not want this to translate into a status 
differential between English and Spanish since it was likely that Mrs. Ryan 
would be associated with English and Ms. Diaz with Spanish. They knew 
that this could convey to the children that one language had more value or 
importance than the other or that some people were more significant than 
others. Ms. Diaz relayed part of a discussion that she had had with Mrs. 
Ryan before school opened in the fall regarding their perspective roles: 
... my job as an aide, paraprofessional, it's meant to be just a helper. But when 
Mrs. Ryan hired me and we talked about what was going to be happening in the 
classroom, we understood that that wasn't enough so we both agreed that uh, both 
of us in practical terms were going to be uh, both teachers in the classroom. 
Because we didn't wanted [sic] to have the Spanish speaking kids to feel like they 
were having an aide and not a teacher.... I think it has been a good idea to bring 
this thing of team teaching .... I don’t feel like I am just doing certain things and 
she's doing other things ... In terms of planning and the academic structure, she's 
the one who does that. She just tells me what to do. But in the regular day, we 
share everything. (Interview #1, p. 1.) 
There were many classroom routines and responsibilities that 
Mrs. Ryan and Ms. Diaz did share. They both brought the children in from 
outside. They both took the children to recess, led the lines, ran morning 
meeting, served snack, cleaned-up, and taught lessons. They both 
disciplined children and gave them directions. They both sat in chairs 
together or near each other in the front of the class during meeting times. 
They each had desks in the room which were off-limits to the children. 
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Mrs. Ryan and Ms. Diaz appeared to have an excellent working 
relationship. They told the children they were good friends. They often 
teased, laughed, and talked with each other warmly in the classroom 
sometimes exchanging cards and letters which they shared with the class. 
They addressed each other by their last names and never spoke sharply or 
disrespectfully to each other. However, in the final analysis there was a 
status differential between the two women regardless of how often they 
engaged in similar activities. This can be seen in the following transcript 
which occurred on the first day of school. 
After the children came into the classroom and sat in a circle, Mrs. 
Ryan and Ms. Diaz sat in front of the group. I sat in the circle with the 
children. We all introduced ourselves. Mrs. Ryan took lunch count with 
Ms. Diaz translating when necessary. Both Mrs. Ryan and Ms. Diaz wanted 
to begin constructing bilingualism positively as soon as the children walked 
through the door. At the same time they also began constructing a teacher- 
aide relationship: 
Mrs. Ryan: Hello. 
(Ms. Diaz: Translation.) 
Mrs. Ryan: Good morning. 
(Ms. Diaz: Translation.) 
Mrs. Ryan: Welcome. 
(Ms. Diaz: Translation.) 
Mrs. Ryan: What a great class. 
(Ms. Diaz: Translation.) 
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Mrs. Ryan: We have something special in this class that no one else in the 
school has. We have two languages. We're going to learn English and Spanish. 
(Ms. Diaz: Translation.) 
Mrs. Ryan: People who speak Spanish can learn English and people who speak 
English can learn Spanish. This makes me very happy, but sometimes when 
somebody is different, other people make them feel bad. 
(Ms. Diaz: Translation.) 
(Field Notes, pp. 3-5.) 
Mrs. Ryan asked me to participate in some short role play scenes 
with her and Ms. Diaz. The three of us modeled making new friends in 
kindergarten. Mrs. Ryan and I were the English speakers and Ms. Diaz was 
the Spanish speaker. In the process we all learned some new English and 
Spanish words and played together. 
This introduction to kindergarten sent several messages. Overtly, 
Mrs. Ryan and Ms. Diaz wanted to communicate the value of speaking 
Spanish and the excitement of everyone learning a new language. At the 
same time, they were constructing their relationship. On the first day of 
school Mrs. Ryan's status as the teacher was firmly established. She 
directed the class, she led the discussion, and she did so in English. She was 
very careful to make sure that Spanish translation was given for everything 
she said and that she demonstrated her delight in the possibility of learning 
Spanish. However, during this first encounter the use of Spanish as 
translation by Ms. Diaz, who was not leading the class, was also established. 
Ms. Diaz did repeat everything Mrs. Ryan said but she did not add new 
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information to the entire class. Mrs. Ryan never repeated anything that Ms. 
Diaz had said in Spanish. 
Mrs. Ryan was the teacher. Ms. Diaz was her aide. Mrs. Ryan had a 
level of responsibility, experience, and status both within the building and 
within the classroom that Ms. Diaz did not have. Mrs. Ryan planned the 
curriculum. She conducted parent conferences. She had the final word on 
discipline. She attended teacher’s meetings. She chose what the children 
would do on a day-to-day basis and had the power to change those plans at 
a moment's notice. Ms. Diaz could do none of these things. Mrs. Ryan was 
open to Ms. Diaz's suggestions, but this negotiation never occurred in front 
of the children. Ms. Diaz did subsitute for Mrs. Ryan and was effective in 
this role but was clearly under Mrs. Ryan's supervision when they were in 
the classroom together. 
While both women led the morning meeting and group lessons, 
Mrs. Ryan had the option to intervene when Ms. Diaz was teaching. 
Though she rarely chose to do so, the option was available and she 
occasionally exercised it to refocus the group, change the topic, expedite an 
activity, tell a story, discipline a child, gain leadership of the activity, or 
discuss particular topics. Ms. Diaz never intervened or redirected the 
group when Mrs. Ryan was leading. Ms. Diaz either asked permission 
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to continue leading the activity or relinquished control to Mrs. Ryan when 
Mrs. Ryan joined the group. 
Mrs. Ryan could make spontaneous announcements or initiate serious 
discussions with the class about issues such as stealing, name calling, 
fighting, bathroom privacy, discrimination, relationships, and hurt 
feelings. She did not have to secure approval from Ms. Diaz first. 
Ms. Diaz never initiated or led the children in similar discussions without 
consulting with Mrs. Ryan unless Mrs. Ryan was absent or out of the room. 
Similarly, Mrs. Ryan could direct and discipline the entire group or 
individual children both when she was teaching and when Ms. Diaz was 
teaching. Ms. Diaz could only direct and discipline the entire class or 
individual children while she was providing direct instruction to all the 
children. She could repeat and enforce Mrs. Ryan's instructions and she 
could direct individual children and small groups when the children were 
spread around the room, but she did not do this during direct instruction 
led by Mrs. Ryan. (It is interesting to note that student interns only 
attempted to discipline children while Ms. Diaz was teaching. They never 
attempted to do so while Mrs. Ryan was in charge of the group indicating 
that they perceived a difference in status between the two women and felt 
more latitude to act while the aide was in charge than when the teacher was 
in charge.) 
170 
Other indications of the teacher-aide relationship were that Mrs. 
Ryan had the freedom to leave the room without consulting Ms. Diaz and 
Ms. Diaz was expected to carry on. Sometimes Mrs. Ryan would leave for 
such things as calling a parent, looking for materials, following-up on a 
student incident, or delivering notices to other classrooms. Sometimes she 
would tell Ms. Diaz what she had been doing and sometimes she would not. 
Ms. Diaz never left the room without informing Mrs. Ryan where she was 
going and why. 
Mrs. Ryan could make requests of Ms. Diaz that Ms. Diaz could not 
make of her. For example she could say, "When Ms. Diaz calls your name, 
please line-up." To Ms. Diaz she could say, "You finish counting the votes 
and I'll go and get another ballot," or "Ms. Diaz would you please hand 
Sarah the box of tissues." Ms. Diaz did not make these kinds of statements 
to Mrs. Ryan. She could not give Mrs. Ryan a direction in front of the 
children. Mrs. Ryan could also contradict a direction that Ms. Diaz had 
given to the class such as Ms. Diaz saying, "We will wait for Mrs. Gonzalez 
to come and then we will divide into our math groups," and Mrs. Ryan 
responding, "I think we can go ahead and get started now." On some of 
these occasions Mrs. Ryan may have had information that Ms. Diaz did not 
have or Mrs. Ryan may have wanted the activity to be run differently, but 
Ms. Diaz could never override a public statement that Mrs. Ryan made to 
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the class unless she was correcting Mrs. Ryan in regards to Spanish 
pronunciation or use. 
There were two areas where Ms. Diaz did make independent 
decisions in whole group situations when Mrs. Ryan was teaching. Both 
involved the Spanish bilingual children. Ms. Diaz could discipline the 
Spanish bilingual students when Mrs. Ryan was teaching. She frequently 
told them to do such things as sit up, sit still, sit down, stop talking, or put 
a book away. This was done quietly in Spanish and I never heard her say 
these things to a non-Spanish speaker while Mrs. Ryan was teaching. Ms. 
Diaz's Spanish proficiency and a greater sense of responsibility for the 
bilingual children allowed her to breach the teacher-in-charge rule under 
these circumstances. However, she was limited to these conditions while 
Mrs. Ryan could choose to discipline any child at any time, including the 
bilingual children. 
A second area where Ms. Diaz asserted herself was translation. 
While Mrs. Ryan frequently turned to her and requested translation which 
Ms. Diaz never refused, Ms. Diaz also interrupted Mrs. Ryan and began 
translating when she felt that it was necessary. Mrs. Ryan had a particularly 
effective verbal style in the classroom. Her topic selection, voice control, 
timing, and rhythm often had a spellbinding effect on children. When Ms. 
Diaz interrupted to begin translating it sometimes startled Mrs. Ryan. This 
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unusual facet of the teacher-aide relationship was due to Ms. Diaz's 
bilingualism and her focus on making interaction accessible to the Spanish 
bilingual children. If Ms. Diaz had been interrupting Mrs. Ryan to speak 
English, I imagine the situation would not have been tolerated for long. 
When Mrs. Ryan remembered to invite her aide to translate, she retained 
control of when translation occurred and what was said, but when she 
forgot, she found herself in the position of losing the flow of her narrative 
and having to defer to her aide. 
The teacher-aide relationship in this kindergarten was similar to 
those identified by Martin-Jones and Saxena (1996) in their three year 
ethnographic study which examined the working relationships between 
monolingual classroom teachers and bilingual aides in mainstream 
classrooms. They found that school personnel are positioned within the 
social hierarchy of the school and that this positioning "... constrains them 
to engage in discourse practices associated with that positioning. 
Participants within schools cannot take on any voices, only those associated 
with the way they are positioned" (p. 107). 
That is, while Mrs. Ryan and Ms. Diaz made sincere and in many 
ways effective efforts to equalize their roles they did, in fact, have 
different jobs. Ms. Diaz was positioned by the organizational structure of 
the school and the classroom differently than Mrs. Ryan. Ms. Diaz was 
173 
more constrained in her role as an aide than Mrs. Ryan was as the teacher. 
For Ms. Diaz to have tried to interact with other teachers, parents, or 
children with the same authority as Mrs. Ryan would have been deemed 
inappropriate. But, because she was bilingual, she did have greater latitude 
than a monolingual aide would have had in the same position. She could 
interact with the Spanish bilingual children quite freely and could decide 
when to intervene for translation and discipline. 
In contrast to the times when Ms. Diaz was translating for 
Mrs. Ryan, were the times she was teaching alone and directing all the 
children herself. In these circumstances she was not constrained by either 
waiting to be asked to translate or needing to assert herself and interrupt 
the flow of conversation in English to provide Spanish translation. When 
she was alone, she was able to integrate Spanish into her speech with more 
regularity than when she was only translating. 
Ms. Diaz also tended to teach more Spanish to the English dominant 
children when she was leading the class alone. Although the class was not a 
two-way program where all the children would be expected to learn 
English and Spanish, Mrs. Ryan did encourage non-Spanish speakers to 
learn some Spanish. The Spanish instruction that occurred was 
incorporated into daily routines such as the calendar in the morning, lunch 
count, and reading stories. Mrs. Ryan sometimes included Spanish phrases 
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in a written morning message to the children and was able to lead them in 
saying, good morning, yes, no, the days of the week, and counting. In all 
other cases she referred to Ms. Diaz for help. In order to include more 
Spanish instruction into the meetings and lessons she had to appeal to Ms. 
Diaz which, like translation, involved a break in the flow of her teaching 
and a loss of a certain amount of control. 
When Ms. Diaz was leading the circle by herself, she was able to 
integrate Spanish into the lesson without disrupting the flow of the 
conversation or involving another adult. For example, in the segment of a 
morning meeting that follows, Ms. Diaz was holding up pictures of seasons 
and asking the children to guess which season it was. She directed her 
questions in both languages to all the children who responded in both 
English and Spanish: 
Ms. Diaz: Can you guess what season of the year is this? 
Class: Summer. 
Ms. Diaz: Summer. In Spanish verano. 
Class: Verano. 
Ms. Diaz: Verano. And winter is inviemo. 
Class: Inviemo. 
Ms. Diaz: Inviemo. Verano. Inviemo. Verano. (She holds up each picture while 
repeating its name.) (Videotape #2, Event #3.) 
As previously mentioned, Spanish instruction was not a formal 
component of the curriculum but was encouraged by both teachers. Some 
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of the monolingual speakers did learn some basic vocabulary such as days 
of the week, colors, numbers 1-10, and greetings. Mrs. Ryan was able to 
provide limited instruction due to her lack of Spanish proficiency. In order 
to include more Spanish instruction she would have had to rely on Ms. Diaz 
during whole class meetings which would have shifted the control and flow 
of the meetings. 
In sum, for the two women to have had equal status and equal 
control, Mrs. Ryan would have had to relinquish her status as the teacher- 
in-charge, relinquish control, and conceivably change her relationships 
with the children, the parents, other teachers, and her aide. This is not to 
say that she should have done so or that the two women did not share many 
of the responsibilities of running a classroom. It is also not to claim that 
their efforts were futile or ineffective. Ms. Diaz felt that the integration 
among the children, the emphasis on Spanish, and her role in the classroom 
were far superior to the experience she had had in a similar setting the 
previous year. Moreover, Ms. Diaz was the only native Spanish speaker in 
a mainstream classroom in the entire school so the balance these two 
women were trying to strike was not even an option in other classrooms. 
The point is to recognize the complexities of local settings and how 
ideologies and status shape relationships, support and constrain interaction, 
influence language use, and affect the meanings and identities that can be 
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established. The analysis thus far has focused only on adults. A description 
of the children's emerging ideology of bilingualism follows. 
Children's Ideology of Bilingualism 
The kindergarten classroom was composed of 23 children. Six spoke 
Spanish as their first language, one spoke Russian, and one spoke several 
American Indian languages in addition to English. The remainder of the 
class was English monolingual. For many of the monolingual children, 
being exposed to a second language in kindergarten was a new experience. 
Most of the bilingual children on the other hand had been to an English 
speaking preschool or had some exposure to English prior to attending 
kindergarten. 
The Spanish bilingual children demonstrated no hesitation in 
learning and speaking English as the dominant language in the school and 
the classroom. They were all willing to tolerate a certain level of ambiguity 
in English and rarely interrupted whole class discussions to request 
translation or clarification in Spanish if it was not provided. They did 
sometimes request private help in Spanish from Ms. Diaz during work 
times. The Spanish dominant children spoke Spanish amongst themselves on 
occasion, but more frequently conversed in English when they were in the 
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mainstream classroom, even with each other. They spoke English with the 
mainstream children and never attempted to teach them Spanish. 
The English dominant children were encouraged, but not expected, 
to learn Spanish. The Spanish instruction that occurred was incorporated 
into daily routines and involved basic vocabulary related to the lesson. 
Their use of Spanish was primarily limited to a display of knowledge for 
teachers during whole class events since being able to produce Spanish 
words and phrases was highly praised by adults in these circumstances. 
Some English speakers felt free to pipe up any time Spanish was spoken or 
read to them and request the English translation immediately. Unlike the 
Spanish bilingual students, they did not expect ambiguity and had less 
tolerance for it. 
Some English monolingual children did claim to be able to speak 
Spanish when they perceived it to be prestigious such as when talking to an 
adult. One or two also used Spanish words as commands to Spanish 
dominant children such as "Aqui!" ("Here!”) to indicate where to place a 
lunch card. Once I also saw a child claim he could speak Spanish and give a 
direction in gibberish as proof of his "fluency." These uses of Spanish 
appeared to be a temporary display to gain status with adults or close 
English speaking friends. The monolingual speakers did not actually use 
Spanish with their native Spanish speaking classmates for communicative 
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purposes and had little reason to do so. In fact, the children were able to 
communicate more effectively in sign language by the end of the year as a 
result of the twice weekly formal sign language lessons that occurred from 
February to May than they were in Spanish. 
In sum, the Spanish dominant children believed that speaking English 
was desirable, and it was the expectation of parents, teachers, and 
classmates that they do so. They did not stop speaking Spanish, but they 
also did not receive praise or prestige when speaking Spanish as the 
monolingual children did. The English dominant children assumed that 
English was the language of the classroom and while they could gain 
momentary status by producing Spanish vocabulary as members of the 
dominant group, they never had a need to speak Spanish in the classroom. 
The English dominant children never made negative or derogatory 
remarks about the Spanish dominant children. They were open to learning 
some Spanish, and sat quietly, at Mrs. Ryan's insistence, through Spanish 
translation. But overall, they did not appear to see any personal benefit to 
knowing Spanish or associating with Spanish speakers and made no special 
effort in these areas when not prompted by an adult. 
The following transcript taken from a whole class morning meeting 
at the beginning of the year illustrates the teachers' and children's 
ideologies of bilingualism being constructed and displayed. 
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Transcript Analysis: What Languages Do You Speak? 
Each day began with a morning meeting which was led by either 
Mrs. Ryan or Ms. Diaz. The children were seated on the floor in a circle. 
Mrs. Ryan, Ms. Diaz, Mrs. Clark the school nurse, Ms. Nico, a student 
intern, and myself were the adults present in the room. In general these 
meetings involved completing a regular set of routines such as greeting 
each other, taking attendance, selecting a lunch choice, putting up the date, 
sending messages to the office, and discussing both home and school events. 
There was a great deal of flexibility in the order of things and often 
discussions would evolve as a result of a student-initiated comment. 
In the following discussion from mid-October, John asked a question 
about sign language which led Mrs. Ryan to discuss languages in the 
classroom. She worked very hard with the support of the other adults in 
the classroom toward a positive construction of bilingualism. By this time 
of the year, she had already focused extensively on Spanish since it was the 
dominant minority language. Here she was highlighting the other 
multilingual speakers in the classroom. In this discussion she was focused 
on identifying Kenny, the Indian (family choice of terminology rather than 
American Indian or Native American) child who was English dominant but 
also spoke several Indian languages: 
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1 Mrs. Ryan: You know what I was thinking last night? John, I'm so glad you 
brought up language (sign language). Remember we were talking about the 
languages we’re learning in this classroom? And we said we were learning English 
and ... 
2 Class: Spanish. 
3 Mrs. Ryan:... Spanish and Russian. Do you know there is a person sitting here 
on the floor, that's a clue, so you know it's not me, it's not Mrs. Clark, it's not 
Ms. Nico, it's not Anna. There is somebody who is sitting on the floor right now 
who speaks another language at his house. Did I give you a clue? This person 
hasn't told us what language he speaks. But he does speak another language. I 
wonder if he will tell us what language he speaks at home. Do you see someone 
smiling? 
4 Curt: Kenny! 
The children began to guess names of different boys in the 
classroom. No one claimed to be the person she had in mind. Curt did 
guess the right child in turn 4, but it was not acknowledged, and the 
guessing continued. In turn 24 below Philip guessed it was Dalbert, one of 
the Spanish bilingual children: 
24 Philip: I think it's Dalbert. 
25 Mrs. Ryan: Dalbert, what language do you speak at home? 
(Dalbert covers his face with a paper.) 
26 Mrs. Ryan: English . .. 
(Dalbert nods.) 
27 Mrs. Ryan: . .. and what? 
28 Dalbert: Spanish. 
29 Mrs. Ryan: English and Spanish. Is it Dalbert? 
30 Class: No. 
While Mrs. Ryan was working toward a positive construction of 
multilingualism, the children who actually did speak languages other than 
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English at home were not entirely convinced of its merits at this point. 
When Dalbert was identified as a possible candidate, he hid behind a piece 
of paper and didn't answer right away. Mrs. Ryan prompted him in turns 
26 and 27 by mentioning English first and then eliciting from him that he 
also spoke Spanish at home. Dalbert appeared somewhat uncomfortable by 
this admission, lowering his head, putting a paper in front of his face, and 
answering quietly. As a native Spanish speaker in an English dominant 
environment, Dalbert may have already become sensitive to the meanings 
and low status attached to Spanish bilingualism in the local community in 
spite of his teacher's current efforts. 
Mrs. Ryan continued the guessing game by calling on different 
children both English and Spanish speakers and asking them which 
languages they spoke at home. She continued to present the merits of 
knowing another language. Eventually, some of the English monolingual 
boys realized that in order to gain status in this situation they needed to be 
able to speak more than one language. They then began to claim that they 
could do so: 
46 Mrs. Ryan: Who do you think it is? 
47 Alan: It's Mark! 
48 Mrs. Ryan: Mark, what languages do you speak at home? 
49 Mark: I sp ... I learned a little Span ... French but I don't speak it often, but 
sometimes I do say French. 
50 Mrs. Ryan: So now we have French too and ... 
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[Turns 51-73 not included] 
74 Mrs. Ryan: Hmmmm. Philip, what languages do you speak at home? 
75 Philip: English and Spanish. 
76 Mrs. Ryan: English and Spanish, a little Spanish. How about the birthday 
coming up guy? Judd, what languages do you speak at home? 
77 Judd: English and Spanish. 
78 Mrs. Ryan: English and Spanish. It's got to be either. .. Hey John, could it be 
you? What languages do you speak at home? 
79 John: Sign language, sign language, and um, Spanish. 
80 Mrs. Ryan: And English. 
81 John: I mean, Spanish, I mean, sign language and English and that's all. 
None of the previous four boys could speak the languages they 
claimed to, nor were they actually spoken at home. But, they had realized 
that based on how Mrs. Ryan was constructing the conversation, the only 
way to have access to the discussion and gain status was to claim that they 
could. They had never actually had the experience of speaking a minority 
language in a dominant culture and had little to lose in their eyes by 
making such claims. And, since it was primarily boys that were 
contributing to the conversation, they also initiated a competitive discourse 
which engaged other boys to claim that they were as capable in the 
linguistic arena as their peers. (Male dominated public discourse was 
typical of all class discussions, but this particular discussion may also have 
been influenced by the fact that they were engaged in trying to identify the 
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male "mystery" child which might have prompted more boys to participate 
than girls.) 
Kenny, the child Mrs. Ryan was trying to identify, was an English 
dominant child although he and his parents did know some Indian 
languages and dialects. Unlike the boys who claimed to speak another 
language, Kenny, like Dalbert previously, who really was multilingual and 
had experience with multilingualism outside of this discussion was not so 
sure he wanted to announce it and remained silent 
while the children were guessing his identity. When Mrs. Ryan finally 
identified him in turn 83, he was initially reticent: 
83 Mrs. Ryan: Well, let me just see. I'm at the last person here. Let's see. He is 
sitting on the floor. If you say he ... . Kenny, what language do you speak at 
home? Do you know? 
(Kenny nods his head, yes.) 
84 Mrs. Ryan: Tell me Kenny. 
85 Kenny: No. 
86 Mrs. Ryan: See, he doesn't want to tell us yet but all I can tell you is ... 
87 Curt: I knew it! 
Kenny then relented in turn 88 and stated that he was multilingual 
but was still cautious about naming the American Indian languages and fell 
back on the language he knew had been celebrated to some extent in the 
classroom and claimed by the other boys: 
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88 Kenny: I speak five languages. 
89 Mrs. Ryan: Yes, he does. 
90 Ms. Diaz: Wow! 
91 Mrs. Ryan: He speaks five languages at home! You did not know that about 
Kenny did you? You speak English, what other, give us one of the other 
languages, Kenny. 
92 Susana: And me speak five. 
93 Mrs. Ryan: Just a minute. It's Kenny's turn to talk. 
94 Mark: I thought I knew about it, you know why? He is an American Indian! 
95 Kenny: No, not, I'm not American, you're wrong. 
96 Mrs. Ryan: Tell us Kenny. Say the right thing. What would you like us to 
know, Kenny? You speak English and what other, give us one of the other 
languages Kenny. 
97 Kenny: Spanish. 
98 Mrs. Ryan: Sometime will you tell us about the other languages Kenny? (Pause) 
Can you tell us or will you tell us later? (Pause) Will you tell us later maybe? We 
have so many languages. 
99 Kenny: Okay. 
Mrs. Ryan, in turns 89 and 91, and Ms. Diaz, in turn 90, were both 
constructing Kenny's multilingual abilities as prestigious. When Mark 
claimed that he had known the identity of the mystery child, (knowledge 
display was a common behavior of boys in the classroom) he referred to 
Kenny as an American Indian. Kenny's family referred to themselves as 
Indians, not American Indians or Native Americans. Mrs. Ryan addressed 
this interchange directly but did not force Kenny into an explanation when 
he claimed to speak Spanish, a language of the classroom, rather than an 
Indian language, unknown to the other children. In this situation, although 
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Spanish was not as prestigious as English, it appeared to Kenny to have 
more status than the Indian languages he spoke in his family. 
In turn 92, Susana indicated that she understood the construction of 
bilingualism that Mrs. Ryan was trying to create and joined the 
conversation by claiming that she too, could speak five languages. This is 
the discourse that some of the monolingual children had been constructing, 
claiming that they had greater language proficiency than they actually did 
in order to gain status. It is interesting that Susana, who was newly arrived 
in the United States, was willing to make this claim when Dalbert, who had 
lived on the U.S. mainland for all of his life had been reluctant to admit he 
spoke Spanish at the beginning of the discussion. Unlike Susana, he may 
have been more aware of the discourse that existed outside the classroom 
which didn't value bilingualism. He, therefore, was less willing to try to 
gain status by aggrandizing his language abilities. 
Mrs. Ryan then elicited the help of the adults in the room who 
willingly supported her ideological position on bilingualism: 
99 Mrs. Ryan: Mrs. Clark, do you speak any other languages at home? 
100 Mrs. Clark: No, I wish I did . .. 
101 Mrs. Ryan: You need to come to kindergarten to hear some languages. 
102 Mrs. Clark:... because I have two grandsons, two twin grandsons who 
speak Spanish so I'm learning. I'm trying to learn so that when they come to visit 
us at Christmas time I can speak with them Spanish, in Spanish. 
103 Mrs. Ryan: Who would teach Mrs. Clark some Spanish? 
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104 Ms. Diaz: jQuien puede ensehar espahol? Who can teach Spanish? 
105 Mrs. Clark: That would be a great help. 
When Mrs. Ryan asked the children who would help teach Mrs. 
Clark Spanish, she was constructing the class as having this ability. The 
kindergarteners could be Spanish teachers because the class was learning 
Spanish. Mrs. Clark was constructed as someone who desired to learn 
Spanish like the children were doing. Speaking Spanish in this conversation 
is positive and desired by their guest. Several children raised their hands in 
response to Mrs. Ryan's query including those who were really not in a 
position to offer Spanish instruction, but had grasped Mrs. Ryan's 
ideological position and were identifying themselves as participants in the 
bilingual discourse since it was one way to gain status in the conversation. 
In turn 104 Ms. Diaz translated Mrs. Ryan's question for the benefit 
of the Spanish bilingual children. She had recognized that this was an area 
where the Spanish bilingual children excelled and could have access to 
positive and prestigious identities as Spanish language speakers and 
teachers. She wanted to be sure that they understood that Spanish was being 
valued and that they had something important to offer. 
Mrs. Ryan continued to pursue the topic of speaking Spanish by 
asking Ms. Diaz, Ms. Nico, and Mrs. Gonzalez who had entered the room, 
what languages they spoke at home: 
187 
106 Mrs. Ryan: Ms. Gonzalez, what languages do you speak at home? 
107 Ms. Gonzalez: I speak Spanish at home. 
108 Mrs. Ryan: Did you hear that? But what language is she speaking now? 
109 Class: English. 
110 Mrs. Ryan: But at home you speak Spanish, right? 
111 Ms. Gonzalez: Only Spanish, even to my cat I speak Spanish. 
112 Mrs. Ryan: To her cat! But we know how to say "cat" in Spanish! 
113 Class: jGato! 
114 Mrs. Ryan: Ms. Nico, what languages do you speak at home? 
115 Ms. Nico: I only speak English at home. 
116 Mrs. Ryan: Ms. Diaz, when you go home what languages do you speak? 
117 Ms. Diaz: With my family I speak in Spanish, but with, uh, with my friends 
I speak English. 
The adults understood what Mrs. Ryan was working toward and 
supported her in this endeavor. Ms. Nico even admitted forlornly in turn 
115, that she spoke "only" English. 
The discussion ended with the monolingual children again trying to 
gain access to the interaction and to the status that had been constructed for 
bilingualism during this event: 
132 Mike: I speak Spanish every single day at my house, even in the ?????? 
(unclear on tape). 
133 Mrs. Ryan: Phil, (whose hand was raised) you have the last word before we 
start on B (a lesson about the letter b). 
134 Phil: I know how to say, um, um, two things in Spanish, how you say whistle 
and gato in Spanish. 
135 Mrs. Ryan: Whistle in Spanish and gato, which you know means what? 
136 Phil: Cat. (Videotape #1, Event #2.) 
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Both Mike, in turn 132, and Phil, in turns 134 and 136 were 
working to construct themselves as participants in what they appeared to 
perceive as a positive construction of bilingualism. While neither was 
entirely convincing in his language display, they were seeking the prestige 
of speaking another language. Mike's claim required no demonstration 
since he followed up on the earlier exchange in turns 106-111 about people 
who speak Spanish at home. Phil seized on the reference to gato that Mrs. 
Ryan made in turn 112. His reference to "whistle" in turn 134 is unclear, 
but Mrs. Ryan does not challenge his claim. These two boys, believed that 
they had something to gain by their self-avowed bilingualism. In this event, 
they gained both participation in the interaction and the opportunity to 
display an ability that was constructed as valuable. 
Mrs. Ryan was unwavering throughout the year in her overt positive 
construction of multilingualism. Her primary focus was on Spanish because 
of the number of Spanish speakers in her classroom, but she also 
highlighted the other languages as demonstrated in the previous transcript. 
Her efforts in this area were dramatically greater than those made by most 
other teachers in the building. 
Even so, the bilingual children in the class, who had experience 
being bilingual in a monolingual environment, were somewhat cautious, as 
demonstrated in this transcript, about announcing that they spoke a 
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different language at home. Dalbert and Kenny were children who had 
been in the United States in an English dominant environment their entire 
lives. It is also quite possible that their caution was not limited simply to 
speaking a language other than English, but that they had experience being 
racially, ethnically, and culturally different from the mainstream 
population. Language alone may not have been the issue. The Spanish 
bilingual children who were more recently exposed to this context, like 
Susana, were less guarded about their bilingualism. 
Most of the English monolingual children entered kindergarten with 
little if any experience with a language other than English. They were 
willing to become involved with Mrs. Ryan's construction of bilingualism 
when they could gain status by doing so, but rarely pursued the topic in 
their peer group or used Spanish for communicative purposes. Within their 
peer group bilingualism was not constructed as advantageous. 
Chapter Summary 
The purpose of this chapter is to demonstrate the complexity of 
local discourses, the power struggles entailed in their negotiation, and the 
practices related to their beliefs. Beliefs and practices which are not located 
solely in individuals, but which are socially constituted and reflective of 
social status and power. 
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The purpose of the chapter is also not to is not to condemn local 
policy makers, administrators, or teachers nor to critique Mrs. Ryan and 
what occurred in her classroom. Rather it is to demonstrate that in spite of 
the good intentions and constant efforts of highly conscientious and 
motivated teachers, there were constraints both within and beyond the 
immediate setting which had implications for the construction of 
bilingualism. 
The examples of the immersion program proposal and world 
language instruction at the elementary and secondary levels reflects local 
administrative and community attitudes toward bilingualism for English 
mainstream children. At one time an immersion program for native 
English speakers had been considered, though in the end was not endorsed 
by the community. After the immersion program was abandoned, French 
and Spanish language instruction in the elementary schools was eliminated. 
Several years later, this decision is being revisited and a new program is 
being considered. 
At a federal level native language programs for non-English 
speakers were recommended but not mandated. At a state level transitional 
bilingual programs were required, which is more than is offered in many 
states, but still valued children's native languages as only a temporary phase 
on the road to English proficiency. At a district level, the schools complied 
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with state regulations to a higher degree than many other districts but did 
not make bilingual programs a priority in terms of materials or training. 
Within the school most of the classroom teachers were not trained in ESL 
or bilingual education and demonstrated varying degrees of understanding 
and support for the program. Not all of the mainstream teachers 
understood or valued native language instruction. Many of the classroom 
teachers found the pull-out model disruptive to their own teaching 
schedules. Some were also concerned about the integration of bilingual 
children into their classes and establishing positive relationships given that 
the children spent part of the day out of the classroom. 
TBE teachers did not always feel supported in the River Valley 
School District. They felt they had to wage an uphill battle to attain 
equitable materials and services for their students. The TBE teachers also 
felt that sometimes they were not respected as teachers within the building 
being treated instead as translators or aides who assisted with the 
mainstream program. Occasionally, changes in the mainstream classroom 
schedules prevented TBE students from attending TBE class. These changes 
often occurred without the TBE teachers' knowledge or consent. 
TBE teachers were also functioning from an ideological perspective 
that differed from the mainstream teacher's partly due to 100 years of 
Puerto Rican colonization under U.S. rule. During this time Puerto Ricans 
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had experienced the attempted eradication of their language and culture. 
The TBE teachers saw value in working with their students in Spanish in 
their own classroom and teaching about their cultures. 
While both Mrs. Ryan and Ms. Diaz were committed to establishing 
a classroom environment which valued ethnic and linguistic diversity, 
neither the school, the TBE program, nor the classroom were designed to 
actually support bilingualism for all children. The mainstream classroom 
was not a two-way program. It was a mainstream English classroom which 
contained six Spanish dominant children who received Spanish instruction 
from a separate Spanish bilingual teacher. Within the classroom, the 
teacher was a monolingual English speaker and although she worked very 
hard to value Spanish, Ms. Diaz, and the Spanish speaking students, the fact 
remained that English was the dominant language of the school, the 
classroom, and the classroom teacher. 
This kindergarten classroom was the only classroom in the school 
that had a native Spanish speaking adult present all day, everyday. The 
option of using Spanish in mainstream classrooms even for the purposes of 
translation was not even available to other teachers. Nor did most other 
teachers have an interest in promoting and honoring Spanish in the 
classroom to the degree that Mrs. Ryan demonstrated. Even so, the Spanish 
that occurred in the classroom was mediated by the monolingual 
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teacher/bilingual aide relationship. To have changed this dynamic would 
have required that the teacher speak Spanish, or that she defer more 
control and responsibility to her aide. This is not to suggest that she should 
have done so, only that both women were constrained by their positions in 
the choices they could make without renegotiating their relationship to each 
other and to the languages in the classroom. 
The Spanish dominant children were expected to learn English and to 
tolerate a certain amount of ambiguity alleviated by Spanish translation. In 
spite of adult efforts, the Spanish dominant children experienced tittle 
benefit from their bilingual identities within the monolingual English peer 
group. They had varying degrees of awareness about their status as 
bilingual speakers, but some demonstrated reluctance in admitting in front 
of the whole class that they spoke a language other than English at home. 
Perhaps they did not want to risk that this difference would be viewed 
unfavorably by their peers. It is probable, that this reluctance may have 
stemmed from their experience of being racially, ethnically, and culturally 
different from their mainstream peers as well as being Spanish dominant. 
English dominant children were encouraged to learn Spanish and 
were applauded when they did, but were not actually expected by parents 
or teachers to communicate in that language. Some of the children who 
belonged to the dominant linguistic group and could claim the identity of 
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fluent English speakers were willing to claim that they spoke another 
language at home, even if it were not true. They had little to lose by this 
assertion and used it to gain prestige and entry into the adult discourse 
which prized bilingualism. Within the peer group however, their claims of 
multilingual proficiency were limited and they made few attempts to gain 
access to Spanish. 
The complexities of both the broad and immediate context of the 
kindergarten classroom at River Valley School affected the local 
construction of bilingualism and identities of bilingual children. Dominant 
public discourse about the value of bilingualism, the resulting policies and 
programs, personal ideologies, historical circumstances, status, and social 
relationships all contributed to how teachers and children were positioned 
in specific settings and the meaning that was attributed to particular 
constructions. 
In spite of adult efforts, bilingualism had no particular advantage or 
status for native Spanish speakers in this setting beyond the classroom. The 
goal was English proficiency. There was a certain degree of status available 
in adult led situations for the English dominant children who learned 
Spanish, but this did not carry over into the peer group. It is quite possible 
that due to the ceaseless efforts of the classroom teacher and classroom aide 
to value bilingualism, the construction of bilingualism in this kindergarten 
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may have been more positive than it would have been without their 
intervention. Ms. Diaz reported that the interaction between the Spanish 
bilingual and mainstream children in this kindergarten classroom was 
significantly better than in other classrooms where she had worked. In spite 
of this, being bilingual was viewed by very few in the classroom or the 
school as a desired outcome. When it was valued, it was second to learning 
English. In other settings where multilingualism is the norm or held in 
high-esteem, the meaning of bilingualism and the identities and status 
available to second language learners might be significantly different. 
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CHAPTER 6 
LOCAL CONSTRUCTION OF GENDER 
Introduction 
Chapter 4 included a review of literature related to gender. This 
review considered literature that represents prevailing conceptualizations 
of gender in the fields of psychology and education. I argued that these 
conceptualizations, which focused primarily on individual traits and 
development, did not consider the meanings and status positions that are 
created in specific environments nor the implications of these meanings for 
participants. 
In this chapter I demonstrate how gender is constructed locally. The 
meanings and implications of these constructions are presented with a focus 
on power relations. The chapter commences with an analysis of the gender 
discourse at an institutional level then moves to a description of the 
teacher's and children's ideologies of gender as displayed in the classroom. 
This is followed by an analysis of these ideologies during whole class 
events. The chapter concludes with implications for participants. 
Institutional Gender Discourse 
Unlike the institutional bilingual discourse which was influenced by 
laws, programs, and government relations, the gender discourse in this 
context was much more naturalized and less visible in day-to-day affairs. 
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Gender was not perceived to be a problem in most settings and did not 
draw special attention. However, like the identities that were being 
constructed around bilingualism, there were also identities that were 
constructed around gender that impacted students' access to status, to 
interaction, and ultimately to equal participation in educational institutions. 
Research released by Sadker and Sadker (1994), the American Association 
of University Women (1992), and Brown and Gilligan (1992) indicates that 
there are serious consequences that result from the dominant gender 
discourse. 
Although the local university community was considered 
progressive, the gender discourse in many ways reflected the wider gender 
inequities of the culture at large. While both the state and the local school 
district claimed they did not discriminate on the basis of gender, there was 
little overt attention given to the issue. At an administrative level men 
predominated, while teachers were primarily women, especially at the 
elementary level. There was only one recently developed social studies unit 
at the elementary level which considered gender issues. This was part of a 
civil rights unit which reviewed women's struggle for the vote. In the past 
10 years there has been no mandatory inservice training on gender 
interaction or gender issues nor discussion of this type at the study site. 
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A student perspective on the local gender discourse in the schools 
was articulated in a letter to the editor of the local newspaper by two recent 
female high school graduates. They gave several personal examples in 
which they had experienced institutional sexism, such as boys consistently 
being chosen to be leaders in classroom and after school activities, teachers 
calling girls "Hon," and lack of equality in P.E. classes. The accumulation 
and persistence of such occurrences throughout their school experience had 
left these two young women feeling oppressed, although they had felt 
unable to understand and confront these sexist encounters when they 
occurred. After they had graduated and reflected on their education they 
were able, with the assistance of an adult, to identify the local gender 
discourse in the schools and call for raising faculty awareness around the 
issue: 
The sexism we've encountered is institutional because it occurs throughout the 
school system at all levels, and yet the school system remains passive. Faculty and 
staff need to realize that they are role models and their behavior, sexist or 
otherwise, affects students greatly. The school system must take action; students 
need help. Currently, school personnel receive no training about gender issues. 
Instruction should be provided to both faculty and staff to underscore then- 
professional and moral responsibilities to students (River Valley Recorder, 1997, 
p. 6). 
For the authors of this letter the process of becoming aware of, 
expressing, and analyzing their experience, occurred after 12 years of 
schooling and required adult facilitation. This indicates how difficult it was 
for these girls to become consciously aware of the gender discourse while 
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immersed in it. It also demonstrates how challenging it can be for younger 
women and girls to address the issue if there is no adult support available 
to them in the school setting. 
A parental perspective on gender norms in the schools was also 
reported in the local paper at a special high school council meeting entitled, 
"Raising Our Teens in an Atmosphere of Social Stereotypes" (River Valley 
Recorder, 4/26/96, pp. 9, 12). The meeting was facilitated by two guest 
speakers from the local university. Parents were concerned about 
constraints their children faced because of the traditional gender discourses 
operating in the secondary schools. Girls, they reported, were losing their 
confidence in math and were under represented in math and science 
courses, a trend found in other U.S. schools (AAUW Report, 1992). One 
parent recounted that her daughter had been one of two girls to enter a 
regional science competition, had won, and had been awarded a trophy 
with a boy perched on top. The judges had apparently not considered that a 
girl might win. Parents also reported that boys who did not fit the male 
stereotype were also suffering. A boy who had an interest in a Women in 
Literature course was too afraid to take it because he feared he might be 
the only boy in the class. 
Both of the previous newspaper articles dealt with secondary students 
at a time long past their initial school experiences where gender norms 
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were set in motion. Concerns about gender issues at an elementary level 
were not evident in the local paper nor addressed as a priority in the local 
schools. 
At River Valley Elementary School, the gender discourse has 
become visible and publicly addressed only when it has been violated in 
some way that challenges the broader, white, middle-class discourse that 
prevails in the town. The most profound example of this was the exhibition 
at the school of gay and lesbian family photographs. A similar 
multicultural, multi-racial family photo exhibit by the same photographers 
had been displayed in the school a year prior without undue attention. 
However, the display of gay and lesbian family photos, which was also 
considered for display at the other district elementary schools, made front 
page news and continued to appear in the paper on a regular basis for a 
period of six months (River Valley Recorder, January 1996-June 1996). 
The display generated dozens of letters both supporting and 
critiquing the event. On five occasions the letters to the editor section was 
completely devoted to opinions about the photo display. Several parent and 
faculty meetings were held throughout the district and entailed considerable 
emotional debate. The superintendent's yearly evaluation even included 
criticism over his handling of the event. Ultimately, the exhibit did occur, 
but the turmoil that surrounded the hanging and viewing of these photos 
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indicated that they challenged the heterosexual gender discourse of many in 
both the school and wider community. 
A second example of a violation of the gender discourse occurred 
during an all-school assembly where children were performing various acts 
such as playing the piano, dancing, gymnastics, and lip-syncing to music. 
Lip-syncing was part of these assemblies because it was accessible to all the 
children, while gymnastics and piano lessons were not. Popular music 
engaged children of all grade levels and they often responded positively to 
such performances. On one occasion a second grade Latina girl lip-synced 
and danced to a popular song while being coached by her delighted mother. 
The presentation was interpreted as provocative and inappropriate by many 
of the staff, but not by the Latina teachers who found the performance 
acceptable and representative of their culture. An unofficial dialogue 
ensued regarding the issues of respecting different cultures, what is 
appropriate in a school setting, and what is considered provocative. This 
reaction brought conflicting cultural and political discourses to the surface. 
The issue was not overtly resolved, but future acts were carefully screened 
to prevent a repeat occurrence, an act of acquiescence to the dominant view 
that such acts breached a "common sense" understanding of 
appropriateness. 
202 
A third example which revealed the underlying gender discourse 
occurred when a group of sixth grade girls presented a fashion model 
routine at a graduation assembly accompanied by a popular song which 
emphasized the desirability of the thin, model-type physique. They each 
came out and modeled an outfit with very convincing model-like 
movements. After the fact, both the teacher in charge and the girls 
involved claimed the act was a spoof and was not intended to be taken 
seriously. The event drew fire from the feminist quarter of the teaching 
staff who responded with fury, not seeing any humor in an event they 
claimed only condoned the physical exploitation of young girls. 
What these three examples have in common is that they all violated 
one of the sexual discourses that were silently operating in the community. 
The photo exhibit challenged the heterosexual discourse, the lip-syncing act 
a cultural discourse, and the modeling routine a white feminist discourse. 
In all three cases there was a discourse that interpreted the acts as sexual 
and therefore inappropriate for children and school. There were counter 
discourses that did not view the photos, the song, nor the fashion show as 
sexual at all but as discourses about families, cultural expression, and 
humor. The opportunity to conduct formal, official examination of these 
conflicting discourses occurred only in the case of the gay and lesbian 
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photo exhibit. Analysis of the cultural and political origins and implications 
for the school of gender discourses in general did not occur. 
It took events that violated sexual discourses to bring attention to 
gender in this setting. The "normalized" or naturalized gender discourses, 
such as those listed in the letter to the editor that operate everyday in 
classrooms and are not interpreted as sexual, for the most part, have gone 
unnoticed and unchallenged. There were individual teachers who made an 
effort in their own classrooms to address gender inequalities, but 
coordinated effort to identify and address gender issues on a district or 
school-wide basis has not occurred. 
Mrs. Ryan was one teacher who was aware of gender issues in her 
classroom. Her ideology of gender will be described and illustrated in the 
next section. 
Classroom Teacher's Gender Ideology 
Mrs. Ryan believed that when it came to gender issues, "We have a 
lot of work to do." Her comment referred to the children’s display, early 
in the year, of traditional gender stereotypes. Mrs. Ryan did not 
underestimate the power of the mainstream culture and the children's 
gender ideology. She knew what she was up against and understood that it 
required consistent attention over time. 
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Mrs. Ryan believed in equality between men and women. She 
believed that gender stereotypes negatively affected all the children and 
worked at cross purposes to her humanistic approach to multiculturalism 
by restricting people's options and positioning both boys and girls in 
negative ways. She also believed that it was possible to impact the 
children's restricted views of gender by addressing them and felt that 
teachers had a responsibility to do so: 
You know, I had a kid come over to the teachers at recess yesterday and he 
said, um, "There are kids playing over on the hill and they say the boys can't play. 
They're all girls and they say the boys can't play." 
And so the teacher said, "Well what do you think?" 
And he said, "I don't know." 
And she said, "Well, do you think the boys can play?" 
And he said, "Yes." 
And she said, "Okay, then the boys can play." 
We can fill them with more garbage. We can fill them with more 
stereotypes. We can not fill them with anything or we can take the opportunity to 
say here's where we want them so here's what I'm going to teach them. Here's 
what I'm going to tell them. And they take that and it becomes part of 
themselves .... (Interview #1, p. 4.) 
At the same time that Mrs. Ryan felt teachers had a responsibility to 
address gender in events such as the one described above, she was not sure 
about how much direct attention to bring to gender segregation and issues 
in the classroom. While it did draw children's attention to the issue, 
sometimes such attention seemed only to make things worse by highlighting 
gender differences without resolving them. At times she would address 
gender directly by specifically discussing issues in terms of girls and boys. 
More often she dealt with it indirectly by randomly pairing children which 
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resulted in cross-gender pairs, assigning children to gender integrated 
tables and work teams, making sure that instructional groups were gender 
integrated, drawing girls into whole class conversations, alternately calling 
on girls and boys, and presenting materials and curriculum that were 
gender equitable. She also commented on both girls' and boys' clothing and 
girls' and boys' haircuts. She never did things such as refer to the class as 
"Girls and Boys," line children up by gender, or use gender in any way to 
create separate groups. 
It was not always easy for Mrs. Ryan to decide how to respond to the 
children's choices and comments which had gender content or implications. 
For example, when an excited bilingual girl brought in a Walt Disney 
version of Snow White to be read in front of the class, Mrs. Ryan was torn 
between not wanting to read the story due to its gender messages and 
cultural content and not wanting to disappoint a child who might not have 
had many alternative books at home to share with the class. When the 
children started to share stories about their lives and families, which had 
gender biases that the other children were building on, she had to decide 
whether to honor the children's interests and beliefs, or to steer the 
conversation in another direction without hurting anyone's feelings. 
Like any teacher, Mrs. Ryan was unable to control what children 
thought, said, and did at school to any great degree. If she was going to 
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encourage children to talk about what was important to them, she was also 
going to have to deal with the gender content. And as pervasive as it was, 
gender was only one of the myriad of issues Mrs. Ryan was trying to attend 
to and balance in her day-to-day planning and interaction with children. As 
previously mentioned, it was often the children who brought issues such as 
gender to the surface in very traditional ways. 
Children's Gender Ideology 
The children demonstrated one aspect of their gender ideology the 
first day of school. When they entered the classroom and sat down on the 
floor, they arranged themselves in a circle which was neatly divided down 
the middle with girls seated in one half, boys in the other. With very few 
exceptions, this pattern persisted during the first few days of school until 
Mrs. Ryan intervened. Without teacher intervention the children inevitably 
segregated themselves. Sometimes this segregation resulted in two groups, 
other times in several smaller gender segregated groupings. When they 
were not in a circle, but were sitting "bunched-in" at the teacher’s feet, 
they also tended to segregate. Sometimes the process of arranging 
themselves was quite elaborate and involved several children shifting and 
moving until all were settled. It was not uncommon to see children scoot or 
crawl around the outside of the group during a teacher led activity in order 
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to relocate after realizing they were isolated or separated from same- 
gender peers. This gender segregation was typical of the children's 
behavior throughout the year across many events when they were left to 
their own devices. 
Gender was salient in where children chose to physically locate 
themselves. It was also highly significant in their relationship choices and 
their interactions in the classroom. Children overwhelmingly chose same- 
gender friends within the classroom setting. While several same-gender 
friendships persisted the length of the year, none of the cross-gender 
relationships were long-lived. The one cross-gender friendship that was a 
carry-over from preschool gradually weakened as the year progressed and 
the boy became more interested in fostering friendships within the male 
peer group. The other cross-gender friendships that were formed during 
kindergarten all involved Francisco, one of the Spanish bilingual children. 
Francisco did not play exclusively with girls, but did form several 
very intense public relationships with two or three different girls in the 
classroom during the course of the year. This unusual crossover may have 
been due to a number of features. Francisco was diminutive in size. 
References to his doll-like appearance were made in the teacher interviews 
I conducted. During the first few weeks of school, teachers commented on 
how tiny he was and exchanged looks over his head, some of which were 
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intercepted by children. Adults throughout the building (mostly women) 
called him names such as "Little Pumpkin" and altered their voices in ways 
typically associated with speaking to young children. This interactive style 
was adopted by the children in the kindergarten class as well, who began 
the year by babying him. They would help him get dressed and help him 
complete various routines. During whole class meetings, the children 
would point out new English words he was using in much the same way 
that a family would attend to the first words of a toddler. They were much 
less likely to do this with the other English learners. This coddling-type 
behavior was adopted more frequently by the girls as it was more in line 
with their gender ideology. Francisco was willing to be the object of their 
doting, something the other boys would not tolerate. This may be partially 
a result of Francisco's cultural background and home environment. At 
home Francisco was not expected to be as independent as the mainstream 
kindergarten children. He had a nanny who dressed and undressed him, for 
example, so he was accustomed to having help. This willingness to be 
directed made him an attractive playmate to the girls. Interestingly, he also 
learned and participated in much of the male public discourse that was 
constructed in the classroom even though his primary friends were female. 
The gender segregation in children's friendships resulted in gender 
segregated free choice activities. During indoor and outdoor free play, the 
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children were allowed to chose what to do and where to go. Only a few 
activities were strongly gender associated: building blocks, soccer, and 
climbing trees for the boys; housekeeping and fantasy play for the girls. 
But because the children tended to make selections with their same-gender 
friends, they also tended to congregate in same-gender groups during free 
choice times resulting in primarily same-gender interaction. 
Another area where the children's gender ideology was apparent 
was in girls' and boys' verbal discourse. While there was much overlap in 
girls' and boys' talk, there were also some areas that were more distinct. 
The girls, for example, would talk about and accuse each other of romantic 
liaisons. They seemed fascinated by conversations about who was going to 
marry whom even though this talk was discouraged by teachers. It was 
girls who initiated flirting type encounters with boys. These were 
characterized by exaggerated body movements such as hands on hips or by 
efforts to be next to the desired boy. The girls' voices became animated and 
filled with giggles. These advances were sometimes met with a brush-off, 
sometimes went unrecognized, and occasionally engaged the desired male 
in conversation for a few minutes but never developed beyond that point. 
The boys did not initiate this type of interaction but were much more 
likely to construct a competitive discourse—who could kick the highest 
goal, had the coolest dinosaur book, or had the most racing cars. Claims 
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such as, "I know! I know!" and "I knew it before you even said it!" 
reflected knowledge. "I can read an eighth grader book," demonstrated 
ability. Statements of ownership and quantity, "I have 10 of those at home," 
were also popular among the boys. This competitive banter occurred 
among male friends and was not perceived as a threat to the boys' 
relationships. 
The boys' competitive discourse, unlike the girls' romantic 
discourse, was not limited to private conversation but permeated whole 
class public discussions where status could be established and heard by all. 
It was also demonstrated in the boys' greater participation in whole class 
discussions in general, both through calling out and being recognized by 
the teacher. In fact, of the 17 morning meetings that were analyzed for 
participation, boys dominated all but one. This was true regardless of the 
teacher. These 17 meetings were led by three different teachers and the 
boys dominated all of them. The boys responded faster, louder, and more 
frequently. The meeting that was an exception involved a girl who was 
sharing an item from home and answering other children's questions, 
which required that she speak every other turn. Otherwise, comments were 
weighted in favor of the boys, making public discourse more typical of 
boys than girls in this setting. The girls were more likely to remain silent, 
speak softly, or relay their comments with less speed and conviction. 
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The children's gender ideology resulted in same-gender peers 
forming same-gender relationships and then engaging in same-gender 
interaction. This is not to say that this practice was exclusive. The children 
did interact with cross-gender peers, often as a result of adult intervention. 
For example, when children were assigned tables together, assigned 
partners, or found themselves in free choice activities with an opposite 
gender child, they would usually play together or talk. 
Sometimes children also initiated cross-gender interaction for the 
explicit purposes of constructing and highlighting gender categories. Often 
this was initiated by boys who were intent on constructing themselves as 
superior to the girls. The following interaction occurred during the second 
week of school while the children were in the hallway coloring large 
murals of whales. Kenny, who was working with a small group of boys, 
walked over to a mural being completed by a group of girls nearby: 
1 Kenny: This is uglier than ours. (He walks on top of the girls' whale in his sock 
feet.) Dumb whale. Do you know what our whale is? A killer whale. 
2 Jenny: This is a baby beluga. 
3 John: We don't make baby whales. 
4 Jenny: It's a mama whale. 
5 Alan: Ours is definitely better. I know where spouts go and all these things 
are used to kill with. That's why we call it a killer whale. 
(Kenny continues to walk back and forth across the girls' picture then returns to his 
own.) (Field notes, pp. 30-31.) 
212 
In turn 1 Kenny initiated the cross-gender interaction with an 
example of the boys' competitive discourse in which he compared the boys' 
whale to the girls' whale claiming the boys' was superior. What's more, it 
was a killer whale, a powerful whale. When Jenny replied in turn 2 that the 
girls' whale was a baby beluga, one type of whale they had been studying, 
John supported Kenny's comment in turn 3 that the boys' whale was 
superior by inferring that they would never even consider making a baby 
whale, babies presumably being associated with girls and powerlessness. In 
response, Jenny changed the identity of the whale to a mama in turn 4, 
perhaps believing a mama whale had more status. This failed to impress 
Alan who in turn 5 managed in three sentences to: 1) further construct the 
boys' whale and the boys, as superior, "Ours is definitely better"; 
2) display the boys and their whale as powerful, "... all these things are 
used to kill with. That’s why we call it a killer whale"; and 3) display his 
personal competence and knowledge about whales, "I know where the 
spouts go." All three-superiority, power, and ability-were components of 
the boys' gender ideology. 
This interaction indicated that the children entered kindergarten with 
certain stereotypical gender concepts in place. Not all of the children had 
the exact same notions, but they were close enough that after only a few 
days these boys were able to work together to jointly construct themselves 
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as superior, knowledgeable, and powerful in relation to the girls. They also 
constructed their whale as superior to the girls' whale not because it was 
artistically more pleasing, but because it, too, was more powerful. Better 
became equated with power and control. The girls in this instance became 
constructed as inferior and powerless both as a result of the boys' discourse 
and their own participation in the event. This form of competition was not 
a common feature of the girls' gender discourse, they may have been less 
familiar with this style of interaction, or may have felt they had nothing to 
gain in the eyes of the other girls by engaging in it. 
The whale excerpt occurred in September and while it was not 
typical of all cross-gender interaction, it demonstrates that the construction 
of boys as powerful and better than girls began early on. The whale 
interaction did not involve any of the Spanish bilingual children because 
they were working nearby. Evidence that the Spanish bilingual children 
were equipped with, and contributed to, this discourse is demonstrated by 
the following discussion which took place in May. 
The kindergarten was studying about seeds so we were making 
popcorn for snack in ESL class. While the first batch was popping, I asked 
the children if they all liked popcorn. My attention then shifted to the 
popper as the corn began to overflow. The children, Dalbert, Francisco, 
Claudia, Hector, and Susana had a discussion which I did not hear at the 
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time due to my sudden preoccupation with the popcorn, but the following 
interaction was recorded on videotape: 
1 Ms. Hruska: Everybody here likes popcorn? 
2 Children: Yah, yah! 
3 Ms. Hruska: Yeah! Finally a snack that you like! (I turn to attend to the popper 
which has begun to explode.) 
4 Hector: Raise you [sic] hand if you like popcorn. Raise you hand if you like 
popcorn. Raise you hand if you Idee popcorn. 
(All five children raise their hands.) 
In turn 4 Hector initiated a survey, a genre that was popular with 
the children. He began by incorporating the theme of liking which I had 
introduced in turn 1. This topic was extended by another boy, Dalbert, who 
saw an opportunity to construct gender categories: 
5 Dalbert: Raise your hand if you like racing cars. 
(All raise hands.) 
6 Dalbert: I said racing cars. I didn't say dolls (looking at the two girls). 
Does anybody like dolls? If you like dolls, raise your hands. (The girls' hands go 
up.) Dolls. (He appears to approve of this response.) If you like cars, raise your 
hand. 
Everyone was able to respond to Hector's query that they liked 
popcorn without challenge. Popcorn appeared to have no gender salience to 
the children. When Dalbert asked about racing cars in turn 5, he clearly 
felt that racing cars were not gender-neutral and when the girls claimed to 
like racing cars he rebuked them in turn 6, "I said racing cars. I didn't say 
dolls." This statement communicated not only that racing cars were 
associated with boys, but that they were superior to toys associated with 
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girls such as despicable dolls. The survey continued moving from dolls in 
general to Barbie dolls: 
7 Hector: Raise you hand if you like Barbies. 
(The two girls and Francisco raise their hands. Then Francisco looks around and 
quickly lowers his.) 
Hector's statement in turn 7 served to further clarify the gendered 
toy domains. In response, the two girls and Francisco raised their hands. It 
is unclear whether Francisco understood that "Barbies" were dolls, but 
when he looked around and saw that the other boys had not raised their 
hands, he lowered his. He may have had female friends in the class, he may 
have enjoyed playing with Barbies, but in this discussion he did not want to 
be constructed in the same way as the girls. The girls on the other hand did 
not resist being categorized as girls. They were girls, but their 
participation in this event also helped to construct them as inferior. The 
boys were busy not only constructing themselves as powerful by being 
associated with powerful things like racing cars, but also insinuating that 
the girls in comparison were not powerful and that being associated with 
dolls had less status. The boys also conducted the surveys and chose the 
survey questions which controlled what became constructed as important. 
In the following sequence, Dalbert repeated the question about 
liking cars as if to make sure that everyone now had the ideologies, roles, 
and identities straight in relation to gender-related toys: 
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8 Dalbert: Raise your hand if you like cars. 
9 Hector: Raise you hand if you like race cars. 
10 Francisco: I have a race car. 
11 Dalbert: I have a race car, too. I have a real racing car. I got a real one. 
12 Francisco: And I got a real one. 
13 Dalbert: And I got 10 million real ones. (Videotape 19, Event #1.) 
After Dalbert reintroduced the topic of cars in turn 8, Hector added 
"race cars" in turn 9 to distinguish these faster, more prestigious cars from 
regular old cars. Francisco responded in turn 10 with the boys' competitive 
discourse by claiming to actually own a race car. This discourse was 
immediately recognized by Dalbert who then claimed to have a better car, 
a "real" one. Francisco in turn 12, not to be outdone, also had a real one. 
Dalbert, realizing that one "real one" wasn't sufficient, suddenly 
remembered that he had "10 million real ones," a figure hard to argue 
with. The girls were effectively cut out of this conversation. Girls had been 
constructed as doll players, not race car drivers. And, given the children's 
gender differentiated play, the girls may not have owned or played with 
racing cars. 
The previous two examples are not typical of all the children's cross¬ 
gender interaction but serve to illustrate how gender can become salient in 
a variety of interactions and its meanings jointly constructed by 
participants. They also demonstrate how the boys persisted both subtly and 
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overtly to construct themselves as superior to the girls who rarely resisted 
this construction. 
In sum, the children in this kindergarten constructed and displayed 
gender ideologies which affected their physical location in the classroom, 
their friendships, their interactions, and their identities. Gender was not 
salient in all situations, but when it was, or when the children made it so, 
they often constructed gender differences. The boys in particular were also 
interested in distinguishing themselves from the girls by associating 
themselves with toys and activities that were powerful. They competed both 
with the girls and amongst themselves. They dominated whole class 
discussions by calling out and raising their hands. In counterpoint during 
whole class events, the girls displayed silence. The girls also displayed 
more interest in initiating contact with the boys for friendships and 
romantic liaisons and attempted such affiliations, but were not usually well- 
received. 
While not always engaged in constructing gender relations and 
gender meanings, the children in this classroom attended to gender 
consistently enough throughout the year that it did have consequences for 
all. Clearly, the children's inclinations toward gender segregation limited 
their choices of friends and potential interaction. It also constrained the 
types of events in which they chose to engage and, as a result, their 
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experience and knowledge. Gender identities were constructed that resulted 
in girls being less visible, less vocal, less powerful. Boys were wary of 
things female lest they be wrongly associated with the inferior girls. 
In reviewing the children's gender ideology, it is important to keep 
in mind that it was compiled from situations in which gender was a salient 
feature. There were events during which girls and boys interacted when 
gender was less salient or less overtly constructed. Cross-gender 
interactions did not always result in an emphasis of gender differences. 
Other researchers have suggested that these gender neutral events deserve 
greater attention and hold promise for understanding the contextual 
features of gender and how to promote more gender equitable interactions 
(Orellana, 1995; Thorne, 1993). While this may be true, it is also true that 
when gender is salient in stereotypical ways it often has negative 
consequences. It is these consequences that are of interest here. Gender 
differences, per se, are not a problem, but when differences are 
constructed to demonstrate superiority and status, they become oppressive. 
By bringing gender to the forefront and analyzing its construction in local 
contexts, the meanings, consequences, underlying power dynamics, and 
implications can be better understood. The next section will examine a 
series of whole class events in which both the teacher's and children's 
gender ideologies were visible. 
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Transcript Analysis: Gender Seating 
As mentioned in the teacher gender ideology section, Mrs. Ryan 
tried to integrate the children more than they volunteered to do on their 
own. She also tried to strike a balance between assigning them to activities 
and locations and allowing them some freedom of choice. During morning 
meeting for the first seven months of school, she allowed the children to 
choose their own spots in the circle while reserving the option to ask 
specific children to move if they were unable to attend to the meeting in the 
spot they had chosen. 
She also occasionally requested that they mix-up during morning 
meeting. When she asked them to sit next to "someone new" or "someone 
who is in some way different from you," the children obliged without 
much complaint. They still tended to stick with friends, but integrated to a 
greater degree than before. However, when she explicitly asked them to 
mix-up by gender, they responded more intensely. 
The following transcripts illustrate both Mrs. Ryan's and the 
children's gender ideologies operating and conflicting in the same events. 
They also demonstrate the dilemma of overtly addressing gender issues in 
order to bring them to the children's attention, but then dealing with a new 
intensity of interest which served to further highlight gender as a 
dichotomous category. The first excerpt occurred in September when Mrs. 
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Ryan was first drawing the children's attention to their tendency to gender 
segregate in the morning meeting circle. The second excerpt occurred in 
February after she requested that the children take on some of the 
responsibility of integrating by gender. 
As mentioned in the children’s gender ideology section, the children 
began to self-segregate by gender the first day of school. This pattern 
continued for several days and usually approximated a circle which was 
half girls and half boys. Mrs. Ryan addressed it with the children during 
the second week of school: 
1 Mrs. Ryan: Look at the circle to notice something. Raise your hand if you 
notice something. 
2 Boy: Those two girls aren't touching knees. 
3 Mrs. Ryan: Who notices something strange? 
4 Boy: There's spaces around. 
5 Boy: Somebody's missing. 
6 Girl: Those two boys aren't touching knees. 
In turn 1 Mrs. Ryan was referring to the gender segregation in the 
circle. As can be seen by their responses, the children did not seem to find 
this strange or unusual as none of their guesses had to do with gender 
seating. Their responses involved gender nonetheless. The first three 
responses in turns 2, 4, and 5 all came from boys This was typical in whole 
class discussions, especially in situations such as the one above when the 
teacher had directed a question to the entire class and they were free to call 
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out. Responding quickly and attempting to display knowledge was 
congruent with the boys' gender discourse. In addition to their dominant 
participation, the boy in turn 2 found fault with how two of the girls were 
sitting because all the children were to be sitting with crossed legs, their 
knees touching to keep the formation circular and tight. A girl later picked 
up on this comment in turn 6 and found the same fault with two boys. Both 
comments served to highlight gender opposition. The responses which 
followed all referred to seating protocol that Mrs. Ryan had talked about 
during morning meeting. The class had not yet talked about gender 
arrangements and they were unable to come to this conclusion themselves 
even though their physical grouping was a glaring example. 
Mrs. Ryan addressed a comment to me on the side knowing that I 
was interested in gender issues, then went on to help the children identify 
what she was looking for: 
7 Mrs. Ryan: Ms. Hruska, this is great for you. 
8 Mrs. Ryan: (to the class) Do you want to see something strange you did? All the 
boys raise your hands. All the girls raise your hands. 
(Girls' hands go up on one side of the circle, boys' on the other.) 
Mrs. Ryan first helped the children to see what they had done, but 
this alone wasn't enough because from their perspective this segregation 
was not problematic. It was something that they very purposefully, if not 
always consciously, arranged. She explained: 
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9 Mrs. Ryan: This reminds me of when I used to teach preschool and the children 
in preschool used to say, "No, the girls can't play with us. No, the boys can't 
play with us." If we stayed like this all year it might make me nervous that some 
people in this class might still think that girls and boys can't do something together. 
I don't want the boys to feel left out from what the girls can do. I don't want the 
girls to feel left out from what the boys can do. If you think that boys and girls 
should be separate then we have something to teach you because the world isn't like 
that. I'm going to put my head down and count to 10. People are thinking of 
reaching for a hand of friends because they might move with a friend. I'm going to 
put my head down and I hope to see something different. 
(The children giggle and screech. When Mrs. Ryan finshes counting and looks up, 
the circle is still highly segregated. She puts her head down again and counts to 10 
in Spanish. The children mix-up. They are more successful this second time. When 
she raises her head she begins to go around the circle checking to see if they 
are more integrated.) 
10 Mrs. Ryan: Boy, boy, boy, girl, girl. When you come to school, I hope you 
will never again have boys and girls separate. 
Mrs. Ryan defined the situation as problematic because it represented 
an ideology which had the potential to exclude people and constrain their 
options. This was counter to her multicultural and gender ideologies. Her 
goal was to continuously expand options. The children, on the other hand, 
were more inclined to restrict their choices and relationships. As a way of 
convincing them to expand their perspective, she appealed to their maturity 
as kindergartens as opposed to preschoolers. By making this comparison 
she was positioning them to choose between being a preschooler in thought 
and action or being a mature kindergartener. At the same time she was 
asking them to choose between her ideology of gender and their own. The 
first was associated with grown-up children, the second with babies. While 
being accused of being a preschooler was an unattractive choice, their own 
ideology was very compelling and they persisted in the gender segregated 
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seating arrangements for many months. It was also immediately evidenced 
again in the conversation: 
11 Mrs. Ryan: Who knows one place that girls go, and boys go to another place? 
12 Kenny: They (girls) can't climb trees. 
Kenny's response in turn 12 was not what Mrs. Ryan was looking for 
of course, but served to display the boys' discourse of superiority and 
named one of the gender segregated recess activities. It was comments like 
these that Mrs. Ryan could not control when she elicited children's 
responses. Although she countered this remark below, it was still heard by 
all and may have served to confirm the children's beliefs rather than 
challenge them: 
13 Mrs. Ryan: Are there any girls that can climb trees? 
(Girls raise their hands.) 
14 Mrs. Ryan: I guess girls can climb trees. Think of something else. 
15 Alan: The bathrooms. 
16 Mrs. Ryan: Only the bathrooms. When you hear someone say, "Girls can't do 
this! Boys can't do this!" say, "Yes, we can!" Every morning we are going to 
check the circle. It's good when different people sit next to each other. 
(Field notes, pp. 25-28.) 
It was fortunate for Mrs. Ryan that when she asked the girls if they 
could climb trees, they produced a positive response. She would have been 
at the mercy of the children's beliefs and practices if the girls had only 
confirmed the boys' prejudices, one of the dangers of addressing gender 
directly. In turn 16 Mrs. Ryan was also making a distinction between the 
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children's biological sex and cultural gender constructions. Bathrooms, 
because of physical anatomy, were one place where she condoned gender 
segregation. Other practices, however, were not to be based on anatomy. 
Mrs. Ryan was overtly presenting her ideology which discouraged 
segregation, exclusion, and differential practices based on cultural gender 
constructions. The children also presented their ideology of gender by 
assuming that their gender practices were natural. They segregated 
themselves in the circle and were blind to what they had done. Boys 
accused girls of wrongdoing, girls returned the charge. Boys dominated the 
conversation, only one girl participated by rephrasing something a boy had 
said. Boys claimed that they were able to do things girls could not do, such 
as climb trees. Girls, with the support of the teacher, refuted the claim, but 
had not taken the initiative to do so on their own. 
While Mrs. Ryan was overtly voicing one set of beliefs, the children 
were doing just the opposite. And even though Mrs. Ryan stated that they 
would monitor the circle, she did not pursue the matter consistently and the 
children did not change their gender seating patterns dramatically over the 
next six months. In February Mrs. Ryan again addressed the topic of 
gender segregation in the circle. 
As she had done earlier in the year, she again asked the children if 
they saw what happened in the circle. After several wrong guesses like 
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those proffered in the fall, the children themselves identified the gender 
segregation. This time she engaged the children in being responsible for 
both noticing the pattern and adjusting themselves accordingly. She asked 
them to identify the gender pattern and then asked them to self integrate. 
At this point the topic became highly charged. She had to insist that they 
drop hands and in the end assisted them in moving. The next day she tried a 
slightly different strategy which called less overt attention to gender. Even 
so, gender became the focal point: 
1 Mrs. Ryan: Sit next to someone who is in some way different from you. 
2 Alan: Uh oh, they made that boy comer bigger. 
3 Mrs. Ryan: Uh oh, stand-up. 
(The children mix-up while the teachers turn around. Several children hold hands 
and try to stay together. In the end there are still too many boys together. Mrs. 
Ryan asks girls to split them up. This causes great consternation among the boys 
and some begin to scoot closer together as the invading girl approaches. Kenny 
refuses to move and Dalbert rolls his eyes, and whispers, "Phew!" as disaster is 
averted and the girl sits elsewhere.) (Videotape #12, Event #2.) 
This interchange signalled the children's growing awareness of 
gender segregated seating. Even though Mrs. Ryan had not mentioned 
gender on this particular morning, Alan was using it as one of the ways 
that children were different and in turn 2 pointed out that there were too 
many boys together. He also constructed himself as a "knower" and a 
person who could influence interaction. When the children began to mix-up 
at Mrs. Ryan's request, a few of the boys dramatized the perils of gender 
integration by refusing to let a girl sit next to them, as Kenny had done, or 
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by producing sounds and gestures indicating a narrow escape, as Dalbert 
had displayed. Being forced to integrate brought the children's covert but 
pervasive beliefs to the surface in new and intense ways as they were trying 
to satisfy the teacher's expectations and communicate their own ideology. 
This scene was repeated several times over the next few weeks. One result 
was that the, "No more than three girls or three boys in a row" rule was 
instituted. 
Forced integration did mix children up, but it also fortified and 
identified the closest friendships. When forced into a corner, it turned out 
that some friends were more of a priority to hang on to than others. 
Because the children's friendships were almost exclusively same-gender 
peers, having to gender integrate also meant having to move away from 
close friends. This further intensified the entire process. 
After the first few days when Mrs. Ryan requested they integrate, 
the boys began to take things into their own hands and directed the process 
in the same way that Mrs. Ryan had done. The boys also used the girls as 
inserts and directed girls to go to certain places in the circle, which they 
selected, rather than move themselves to remedy the problem. This 
procedure involved much animated discussion, arguing, directing, and 
counting: 
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1 Mark: Somebody sit next to me, in front of Alan. A girl has to sit, Susana, a girl 
has to sit here. Susana, split up three boys. 
2 Jess: Girl, girl, girl, girl. 
3 Jim: A girl already sat there. 
4 Jess: Well, we need another girl here or there will be four boys. 
5 Judd: No, but now there's four boys together. Move over everybody, move. 
6 Mark: We need a girl right there. 
(He indicates a space that would not break-up his group of friends.) 
7 Mark: Claudia, Claudia, get right there, that's a good spot for a girl, it will split 
up four boys. 
Clearly Mrs. Ryan's goal of bringing gender segregation to the 
attention of the children had been accomplished. They had become aware 
of the issue, but the way in which they were dealing with it served to 
underscore their differences and again bring their own beliefs to the 
surface. The boys in this segment were accommodating Mrs. Ryan by 
attempting to integrate the circle, but their method of doing so was very 
much in line with their own gender ideology. They were alert to the "no 
more than three girls or three boys in a row" rule and quick to make 
public announcements that indicated they had spotted a violation while 
protecting their own groupings as much as possible. They displayed their 
status by directing others. They rarely offered to break-up the group 
themselves or to move into a group of girls. The girls participated in the 
process, but were much less likely to initiate it or begin directing others. 
They did sometimes approach a group of boys and stand over them or tell 
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them to split-up, while the boys argued about who had to move in order to 
let a girl sit down. The girls were more likely to volunteer to move in 
order to split-up a group of boys and never refused to do so when asked. 
In turns 1 and 7 the boys directed Susana and Claudia to specific 
places in the circle. This may have been because they were not already 
seated in the circle next to a good friend. Neither of them had a best friend 
at the time, so they were not interacting with anyone else as some of the 
other girls were. Several girls were also gathered around Mrs. Ryan and 
were unavailable to be used as inserts. The boys might also have felt that 
Susana and Claudia would be less resistant than other girls and more likely 
to go where they were told, which they did. Susana was directed to sit in a 
place which was next to a boy she proclaimed to like, so she also might 
have been cooperative on this account. Claudia also moved to be next to a 
boy she had a romantic interest in and wanted to be near, status in itself. 
The discussion and direction about where to sit continued for several 
more turns. In the midst of this process, Mrs. Ryan tried to bring some 
order to the situation. She wanted to do it in a way that would affirm the 
children's newly-raised awareness and interest in integrated gender seating: 
15 Mrs. Ryan: I like the way you came and figured out... 
16 Francisco: We need one girl here! 
17 Mrs. Ryan: Sh, sh, yes, you'll need a girl there. I like the way you came and 
figured out and you're still figuring out.. . 
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18 Mark: Jenny! Jenny! (Motioning to her as she walks by to sit so she will 
break-up a group of four boys.) 
19 Mrs. Ryan: ... the girls and the boys ... 
20 Mark: Jenny! Jenny! We need one girl there. 
21 Mrs. Ryan: Look what happened over here. 
(Laura gets up and goes over to break-up five boys in a row.) 
As Mrs. Ryan tried to get their attention, the boys continued to direct 
the seating arrangements. Francisco, one of the Spanish bilingual boys, was 
actively participating in the boys' directive discourse in turn 16 by 
announcing they needed a girl to fill the spot Claudia had left. Felix, a 
bilingual boy had replaced her and now there were five boys in a row. 
Mark also interrupted Mrs. Ryan in turns 18 and 20 by beckoning to Jenny 
as she walked by to fill the same spot. The spot Mark was gesturing to 
would split the group of five boys but would not separate him from his 
friends which were seated on either side of him. Laura got up from where 
she had been sitting with her good friends to solve the problem. When she 
approached the group of boys, they wouldn't let her in. Mrs. Ryan 
intervened: 
22 Mrs. Ryan: Thank you Laura. One of the boys is gonna move over. 
Somebody move, one of the boys. 
23 Boy: Felix! 
24 Boy: Felix! 
25 Boy: Felix! 
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Of the five boys, three were good friends and sitting together. Next 
to them at one end was Felix whom they nominated to move over. This 
would leave their group intact. Like Susana and Claudia, Felix was a 
Spanish bilingual child. He did not have a best friend in the classroom who 
was trying to stay next to him and he was not a good friend of any of the 
boys who suggested he move. When push came to shove, he was the one 
they were willing to sacrifice. Mrs. Ryan who appeared to recognize the 
racial and ethnic implications of what was going on, protected Felix from 
being labeled as expendable, even though it violated the new gender seating 
rule: 
26 Mrs. Ryan: Well let's see, maybe Felix will want to move over and maybe he 
won't. 
Felix did not want to move over. He moved closer to the boys and 
left a space on his other side, which still left four boys together. Laura who 
had been prepared to separate Felix from the group spied another grouping 
of four boys and approached them with the intention of splitting them up. 
They immediately grabbed each other's knees, threw out their arms, and 
bunched together making it impossible for her to find a space to sit down. 
She returned to Felix who had made a space for her. Meanwhile, Mrs. 
Ryan turned to Ms. Diaz and commented in frustration: 
27 Mrs. Ryan: See, this is why we should just have seats. 
28 Mrs. Ryan: Susana, move over a little bit, I need to be able to read the easel. 
Mark, move over next to Susana. Laura, go right between ... 
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29 Mrs. Ryan: Yeah leave it like this ... 
30 Jim: They need to move over there. 
31 Mike: There's five boys in a row! Mrs. Ryan! 
What had begun as a consciousness raising exercise about segregation 
had turned into a major ordeal every morning. Mrs. Ryan evidently 
decided the exercise was not worth the outcome and announced a new 
practice: 
32 Mrs. Ryan: Friends, kindergarten, leave it like that for now. On the first day that 
everybody is here. How many people would that be? 
33 Class: Twenty-three. 
34 Mrs. Ryan: Twenty-three. 
35 Sarah: Where's Anna? 
36 Mrs. Ryan: Sarah, shhh. On the first day that everybody is here, sh, sh, Ms. 
Diaz and I are going to give you a seat to sit in the morning. We can't do it 
until the day that everybody is here. So one Monday, if everybody is here, all 23 
people are here, we will give you a seat to sit so that if all the boys are together we 
won't have to worry about Oh! Oh! One boy has to go here, one girl has to go 
there . . . 
37 Mark: What about um, what if... 
(Mrs. Ryan looks at him and he raises his hand.) 
38 Mrs. Ryan:... so we'll have morning meeting seats and then if Curt is absent 
or Anna is absent no one will sit in that seat. So you will know where your seats 
are and for the first couple of days we'll put tape down and put your name there so 
everybody will remember whose seat is where. Think about who you want to sit 
near or next to and then the first day that everybody is here we will take the time 
and we'll figure out seats, okay? Okay? Because vou have been doing a great job 
of figuring it out. Sometimes it takes a little long in the morning so we will figure it 
out so that all the girls won't sit together and all the boys won't sit together. 
(Videotape #16, Event #3.) 
Mrs. Ryan was slowly refocusing the children and beginning to 
present her new proposal. In order to do this she needed to get the 
children's attention and quiet the side conversations and interruptions. 
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which she did by making announcements to the whole group such as, 
"Friends, kindergarten ..." in turn 32 to indicate the shift. The children 
continued to interrupt, but she persisted. In turn 36 Sarah, the only girl to 
have spoken, asked a question about Anna and was immediately 
reprimanded by Mrs. Ryan. It is possible that this was because Sarah had 
asked a question in turn 35 that appeared to be off topic, but the question 
was actually related to the reference that had been made by Mrs. Ryan in 
turn 32 about choosing seats when everyone was there. Sarah had noticed 
that Anna wasn't present. Mrs. Ryan's response might also have been 
because Sarah was the most vocal girl in the class and contributed to whole 
class discussions more than the other girls. This constructed her as being 
outside of the girls' gender norms and acting inappropriately. Mrs. Ryan 
may have been unconsciously reacting to this construction as well by 
shushing her while she tolerated or accepted the frequent interruptions 
from the boys. The girls responded to this shushing more readily than the 
boys. 
Mrs. Ryan did not want the children to feel that they had failed in 
their attempts to integrate. She also did not want to exacerbate the situation. 
So she framed her new policy in turn 38 by saying, "Sometimes it takes a 
little long in the morning . ..." It did sometimes take a little long, but of 
more significance were the gender ideologies being displayed, the social 
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relationships being ratified, and the identities being constructed that had 
negative consequences for the children. In the end she assigned seats, which 
remained constant for the rest of the year. 
The children did take on the responsibility for integrating, but in the 
process they actually emphasized gender differences by constructing the 
boys as leaders, directors, police officials, and doers. The girls were used 
as pawns to split-up the boys, rather than the boys moving themselves to 
another location. The girls were more wilting to move and put up less 
resistance than the boys when asked to relocate. It was quicker and easier to 
ask the least resistant participants and less likely to result in a power 
struggle. As a result, the girls were positioned both as cooperating with the 
teacher and as undesired invaders by the boys. 
In this process the children's friends and close alliances became more 
visible as they tried to stay together. Children on the margins were also 
more easily identified as they were "volunteered" by other children to 
move. Sometimes the children pushed one child away while clinging to a 
friend on the other side to prevent separation. When push came to shove, 
opposite gender peers or children without close friends often got shoved. 
This had implications for the Spanish bilingual children who were not 
always in close friendships with mainstream children. 
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Chapter Summary 
Gender was naturalized at the state and district levels in that there 
was no overt attention or inservice training provided on the topic in spite 
of literature over the past 15 years that points to the gender inequalities in 
classrooms (AAUW Report, 1992; Best, 1983; Klein, 1991; Sadker & 
Sadker, 1994; Stitt et al., 1988). Gender at the building level was not 
brought to the attention of the faculty unless sexual or provocative allusions 
were made which were deemed inappropriate in a school setting. Children 
and adults for the most part accepted local gender norms as unproblematic. 
Mrs. Ryan found the broad cultural and local institutional gender norms 
restrictive and inequitable. She developed numerous practices within her 
classroom to encourage gender integration and to de-emphasize gender as a 
salient feature of interaction. 
The kindergarten children were intent on constructing gender as a 
category which clearly distinguished girls from boys. The Spanish bilingual 
children participated in this construction which was consonant with their 
own cultural gender expectations. The children segregated, themselves 
physically by gender, formed same-gender relationships, and interacted in 
primarily same-gender groupings when given the chance. In these 
groupings boys were often concerned with competition in the form of 
knowledge, ability, or ownership. They often directed or tried to influence 
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others as proof of their status in a group. They used the public arena to 
display this status and dominated public discourse. They constructed 
themselves as more capable and superior to girls. The girls became defined 
in comparison to the boys. They were less vocal, less visible, less directive, 
and less powerful. They were more cooperative and offered less resistance 
than the boys. They rarely contested these constructions and it is 
questionable if they were even aware of how they were being positioned 
given how representative these ideologies were of the dominant cultural 
discourse. The high school girls discussed earlier in the chapter who wrote 
to the local newspaper about their experience as girls in the River Valley 
schools were just beginning to become aware of and articulate their 
oppression. They were able to do this only with the assistance of a socially 
conscious and informed adult. To expect children to change these 
ideologies and related practices without adult intervention, even when it is 
available, is probably unrealistic given the prevalence of these beliefs in the 
culture and their underlying power dynamics. 
When Mrs. Ryan did draw the children's attention to one of their 
gendered practices, seating during morning meeting, they responded by 
accommodating her request and bringing their own gender ideologies to 
the surface in much more visible ways. Mrs. Ryan ultimately determined 
that this practice was counterproductive and ended the uproar by assigning 
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seats. All of this occurred in spite of Mrs. Ryan's efforts to impact the 
children's ideologies and practices. This is not to say that she had no effect. 
It is quite likely that her beliefs and practices did mediate the children's 
behaviors more than if she had adhered to the embedded sexist practices 
typical in many classrooms. 
What this data demonstrates is the pervasiveness of children's gender 
constructions, their underlying power relations, and their detrimental 
effects. The children's beliefs limited their attitudes, relationships, 
interaction, and access to power and knowledge. They positioned girls as 
different from boys, not in itself necessarily a problem. But girls were also 
constructed as inferior to boys. While in reality it was not true, the 
consequences of this construction for girls over their entire school careers 
are considerable (Brown and Gilligan, 1992; Orenstein, 1994). There were 
also consequences for boys, especially boys who could not maintain high 
positions in the boys' competitive discourse. The gender discourse as it was 
constructed in this classroom also had consequences for the bilingual 
children in unexpected ways. Since friendships were overwhelmingly of the 
same gender, Mrs. Ryan's request that they gender integrate forced 
students to prioritize their relationships, hanging on to some and 
abandoning others. If bilingual children were not in close relationships they 
were forced, or asked, to be the ones to move. 
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To conclude, gender as it was constructed in the classroom by the 
children had serious consequences. What was seen as natural and normal by 
many adults had consequences for children's access to relationships, 
interaction, identities, power, experience, and knowledge. Mrs. Ryan 
challenged cultural gender norms in her classroom. In spite of her efforts, 
the children continued to construct gender in potentially damaging ways. 
While one adult can make a difference, the lack of commitment to changing 
gender norms at the local institutional level makes it difficult to have an 
impact over time and across settings given the pervasiveness of inequitable 
gender relations and unequal distribution of power in the wider culture. 
A discussion of friendship and the implications for second language 
learners in this setting will be presented in Chapter 7. 
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CHAPTER 7 
LOCAL CONSTRUCTION OF FRIENDSHIP 
Introduction 
As discussed in Chapter 4, the predominant view of children's 
friendship in the educational literature is developmental. This perspective 
conceptualizes friendship as an interpersonal relationship that has 
consequences for children's individual psychological, cognitive, linguistic, 
emotional, and social development. Predictable near-universal stages are 
outlined to describe the sequential process of developing friendships. Much 
of this literature focuses on individual traits, some on group processes, and 
some on the interface between the two. Most is interested in the 
implications or consequences for development. 
While not denying the developmental aspects of friendships, the 
current study focuses on the meaning and salience of friendships within a 
specific sociocultural context and the implications of this construct for 
second language learners' access to interaction. Analogous studies might 
focus on the meaning and salience of marriage in specific contexts and the 
implications for single, divorced, widowed, or gay and lesbian participants. 
From this perspective marriage and friendships are not considered as 
universally defined relationships that serve simply as contexts for personal 
growth, but as the result of social processes among participants who ascribe 
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particular meaning to the construct. This meaning may vary from context 
to context and have underlying power dynamics. 
This chapter provides an analysis of the local institutional discourse 
of friendship. This is followed by an analysis of classroom interaction in 
the River Valley kindergarten. Both the teacher's and children's ideologies 
of friendship are presented and illustrated. Transcripts of adult directed, 
whole class events are then analyzed to contrast the teacher's and students' 
ideologies as they operate publicly. The significance of these ideologies, the 
children's friend relationships, the resulting classroom identities, and the 
implications for second language learners conclude the chapter. 
Institutional Friendship Discourse 
Unlike the policies and programs that addressed bilingualism and 
gender, little formal attention was given to the meaning or implications of 
children's friendships at state and local levels. The primary responsibility 
of the schools was seen as academic, and children's social relationships 
were officially viewed as secondary to academic achievement. As a result, 
there was little formal discussion of institutional or individual ideologies of 
friendship and their significance within the school setting. The references 
to social issues that did appear at River Valley School included report 
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cards, social studies curriculum, team meetings, and parent-teacher 
conferences. 
The elementary report card was one area where social issues were 
considered and evaluated. In the River Valley School District children 
grades 1-6 received a mark for 16 different "Social Skills." These 16 
categories were geared toward defining the "skills" that were deemed 
desirable in good students and emphasized following directions, respect, 
cooperation, the ability to control oneself, and working independently. 
Considering that children outnumber adults 25 to 1, it is not surprising that 
skills that facilitate the management of large groups were valued in this 
setting. This is not to say that these are not worthwhile qualities. It is to 
point out that the institutional discourse on social issues tended to be one 
that focused on individual children's abilities in relation to the institutional 
definition of a good student, rather than contextual features of the 
environment or the children's social relationships. 
In terms of curriculum, there was a friendship unit available at River 
Valley School which was developed locally for use in primary classrooms. 
This unit was part of the district-wide K-6 social studies curriculum which 
progressed from a focus on the individual child in kindergarten to a world 
view in sixth grade. Topics across grade levels included: self and friends, 
families, communities, cities, states, the United States, and the world. The 
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friendship unit was concerned with making and being a good friend. The 
focus was on the individual child acquiring social skills that would result in 
positive relationships as children moved along a developmental trajectory 
from a personal to a world-view perspective. The complexity of friendship 
ideologies and the context in which these social relationships occur was 
usually not highlighted from this developmental perspective. Who actually 
has access to friendships and what these friendships mean rely not only on 
individual social adeptness but also on features of specific contexts. 
During formal teachers' meetings when friendships were discussed, 
it was often when children were identified as struggling that their 
relationships or lack of relationships were viewed as significant. This 
discourse was often psychologically oriented and the children or their 
families were identified as potential sources of the problem. Children were 
often assessed or counselled. Medication or family therapy was also 
sometimes suggested. The role of context at a community, building, or 
classroom level was usually not regarded as relevant. How children were 
positioned during classroom interaction by the school and their peers and 
the resulting social identities which impacted social relationships were 
rarely considered. 
At a classroom level, teachers were often aware of the centrality of 
friendship in their students' lives. Teachers' management and placement 
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decisions sometimes considered children’s friendships as much as they did 
academic ability. The significance of children's friendships was not lost on 
many parents either, and it was sometimes a topic of conversation at parent 
conferences, though of secondary importance to academics. Parents and 
teachers generally assumed that friendship was a developmental 
relationship contingent on individual children's mastery of specific social 
skills. How friendship was defined and displayed and how children became 
positioned within these settings were usually not a component of these 
discussions. 
In the next section the classroom teacher's and children's ideologies 
of friendship will be presented separately and then examined together as 
they operate within whole class events. Evidence of the ideologies of 
bilingualism and gender presented in Chapters 5 and 6 will also be 
identified as they appear within the data. 
Classroom Teacher’s Friendship Ideology 
Mrs. Ryan's official ideology of friendship was demonstrated during 
many aspects of classroom life including overt statements to the class, 
communication with parents, discussions with teachers, choice of 
curriculum, strategies for grouping and managing the students, and 
interaction with individuals and groups. 
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Mrs. Ryan's ideology of friendship was closely tied to her 
multicultural ideology discussed in Chapter 5 which emphasized the long 
range vision of a harmonious and just society. Mrs. Ryan believed that 
respect and interpersonal relationships were keys to achieving this goal. 
She believed that if people truly cared about each other across boundaries 
such as race, gender, age, language, and religion, social change was 
possible. She also felt that kindergarten was not too early to start 
cultivating prejudice-free people. She had before her the "leaders of 
tomorrow" and believed that "What happened in kindergarten is what will 
happen for the world." In interviews and in her management of the 
classroom she emphasized the importance of focusing on the social aspects 
of education as well as meeting academic expectations. 
Since Mrs. Ryan believed in the power of personal relationships, she 
worked toward fostering friendships among the children in her classroom. 
This began on the first day of school when, after introducing herself and 
her aide to the children, she began to talk to the children about making new 
friends and playing with everyone in the class. This was accomplished 
through a series of role plays which had cross-race and cross-language 
friendships as underlying themes. At recess on the first day, along with the 
rules "No pushing" and "No kicking," was the rule "No saying, ’You can't 
play with us."' 
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One basic tenet in her ideology of friendship was that everyone was 
defined as a "friend." She was their friend, they were her friends, and they 
were all each other's friends. She referred to her aide, Ms. Dfaz, as her 
friend. Her definition was all-inclusive and she elicited this definition often 
during whole group activities by doing such things as writing "Good 
morning friends," on the morning message; claiming "You are all my 
friends"; and addressing the class as in "Friends come and sit down, 
please." Everyone in the classroom was defined as being a friend and 
having friends, children and adults. 
This definition of friendship was extended to include children in 
other grades and classrooms. Mrs. Ryan invited children from many 
different grade levels into kindergarten to encourage cross-grade 
friendships. The kindergarteners had "buddies" from many different 
classes. When the kindergarteners complained that they had been mistreated 
by first and second grade children, these classes were invited to 
kindergarten through a formal invitation which bore the salutation, "Dear 
Friends." The letter stated that the kindergarteners wanted the older 
children to ". . . get to know us better and be our friends." Five other 
classes visited kindergarten, during which time Mrs. Ryan talked to them 
about the kindergarteners' concerns. Then the children participated in 
activities together. This overture resulted in a new Friday afternoon event, 
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called K-2 Choice, which involved children from grades kindergarten 
through second grade signing-up for various activities offered by the 
kindergarten, first, and second grade teachers. The purpose of K-2 Choice 
was to allow children and teachers to become acquainted and build 
relationships across grade levels. 
Mrs. Ryan worked constantly to increase the number and variety of 
relationships that her students had with each other and with other children 
and adults in the school. Mrs. Ryan believed that friendships needed to 
occur across groups at a personal level. When the children began to 
announce that they were playing at each other's houses after school, she 
shared a story of inviting someone new to her home and encouraged the 
children to invite new friends to play. She believed, "They can change a lot 
by who they invite over." At faculty meetings she challenged all teachers to 
examine the diversity of their personal relationships and believed that we 
all had a responsibility to expand our personal and professional 
relationships beyond our own racial, linguistic, and religious affiliations. 
At the same time that Mrs. Ryan encouraged multiple relationships, 
she could not ignore the very close friendships that formed between 
particular children in her class. She wanted to support her students in 
feeling positively about themselves. For the children having a specific 
friend was one way to achieve this. Mrs. Ryan did verbally recognize these 
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friendships and took them into consideration when planning seating 
arrangements and groups. She also felt that some of the children’s close 
relationships were constrictive, not always positive for the children 
involved, and prevented them from exploring other possibilities. She was 
aware that close relationships among some children excluded other 
children. Thus, even when she acknowledged the children’s special 
friendships, she continued to pair them up with a variety of partners and 
encouraged them to expand their horizons. 
In the classroom, friends' agendas could also conflict with the 
teacher's agenda. At times, the choice to be near a friend was dependent on 
also being able to attend to the lesson. When classroom friends were more 
interested in each other than the teacher's lesson, friends were sometimes 
threatened with separation. The effectiveness of this threat was further 
indication of the children's desires to be near their friends. From Mrs. 
Ryan's perspective friendships were good, but could not be allowed to 
interfere with smooth classroom management and instruction. 
A final component of her classroom ideology of friendship was that 
Mrs. Ryan believed that developing relationships required time and 
consistent contact among different people. This was one of her frustrations 
with pull-out programs. She felt they separated children and reduced their 
opportunities to make friends in the classroom. Furthermore, she knew that 
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many of the Spanish bilingual children did not have access to the time 
outside of school that other children in the classroom used for building 
classroom friendships. School time was the only time available. 
From Mrs. Ryan’s ideological perspective friendships were good and 
a priority. Friends shared, helped, did not hurt each other, and weren't 
fickle or manipulative. Friends supported each other in attending to 
lessons. They did sometimes have conflicts, but they could work them out 
by talking. Friendships could ultimately improve the quality of life in the 
world at large. The children in Mrs. Ryan's kindergarten had an equally 
intense interest in friends and friendship, but it contrasted with Mrs. Ryan's 
ideology in some very basic ways. 
Children's Friendship Ideology 
In this section the dominant ideology of friendship will be discussed 
as demonstrated by the children in whole class and small group activities. 
Evidence of this ideology was apparent within the first two weeks of school 
and rapidly permeated nearly every event of every day. 
Like Mrs. Ryan, the children believed that having friends was good 
and desirable. And although it was clear that the children liked Mrs. Ryan 
and worked very hard to please her, from the children's ideological 
perspective adults did not fit into the category of personal friends. The 
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children accepted Mrs. Ryan's expanded definition of friendship by naming 
adults when she asked them to identify all the "friends" in the classroom 
(with the intent of naming everyone). But adults did not count as friends in 
the same way that their peers did. Children did not name or refer to adults 
as their friends without Mrs. Ryan's prompting, and never talked about 
playing with adults or visiting adults as they did about their peers. 
Having a recognized friend within the classroom was important and 
an indication of status. As a result, some children claimed to have 
numerous friends. The importance of friendship in the classroom was 
illustrated by a conversation one of the kindergarten boys in the classroom 
initiated with me in March. At two points during the year I had asked the 
children about their friendships in an effort to create a sociogram. I had 
written down what they said in the ever present notebook that I carried 
with me. In this conversation Jess, a monolingual English speaker, 
constructed himself as having many friends, evidence of his status: 
Jess comes up to me and asks me for the second time in the last week or so, 
"Is that the book where you wrote my friends?" 
I tell him, "No, this is a new notebook. Do you want to tell me about your 
friends again?" 
Jess begins, "Justin. Do you want my brother, Rickie? Kenny, John, 
Alex B. He moved. Scott, Taylor. I have a lot of friends. Curt in Rick's class." He 
looks around the kindergarten classroom, "Jenny, Jim, Dalbert, Laura, Sarah, 
Alan. Are those all my friends?" He points to the names I am writing in the 
book. 
I answer, "Yes." 
Jess remarks, "Wow. Are you writing down what I said? I still have 
more. Mike. Are you writing Mike?" 
"Yes." 
He continues, "Hector. I'm still not done. Don't I have a lot of friends?" 
At this point the teacher calls all the children to the rug. (Field notes, p. 698.) 
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Like Jess, other children claimed on occasion to have many friends 
indicating the significance of these social relationships. Some of the 
kindergarten children even claimed that "Everyone is my friend." In ESL 
class in November Dalbert, Francisco, Claudia, Hector, Susana, and I were 
watching a video of the kindergarten class performing a play for the 
school. While they were watching, they initiated a discussion about friends, 
claiming, in much the same way that Jess did, to have many of them. The 
transcript illustrates the children's grasp of the friendship ideology as well 
as their interest in friend relationships with the mainstream children whom 
they named: 
Hector: Look! Look! (Kindergarten comes onto the screen.) 
Ms. Hruska: There's you. Hector, and Dalbert, and Mike, Claudia, Susana. 
Hector: Megan. 
Claudia: Megan. 
Francisco: She my friend. 
Ms. Hruska: Megan is your friend? 
Hector: (pointing) Alan, Alice, Ms. Raka (Ms. Hruska). 
Claudia: Megan my friend. 
Hector: Look I see somebody, Keeeeennnnnyyyyyy! 
Francisco: Kenny is my friend! 
Ms. Hruska: Kenny is your friend? 
Hector: Philip! 
Susana: And Kenny is my friend. 
Claudia: Philip my friend. 
Francisco: And Susana is my friend. 
Hector: Kenny's my friend. He play all games. 
Dalbert: Here's my friend, Alan (pointing to the television screen). 
(Videotape #2, Event #2.) 
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Like Jess, the children in ESL class named some peers with whom 
they had no close reciprocal relationships. "Friend" was an important 
identity to the children in the kindergarten class, and the Spanish bilingual 
children were indicating that they understood that friends were significant. 
They were constructing themselves as friends in this event simply by 
naming the children they liked. In the classroom, or other contexts, just 
naming people was not always sufficient for achieving this identity. 
Reciprocal public confirmation was required. 
Claiming to have many friends or being defined generally as 
everyone's friend did not hold the same weight nor have the same influence 
as being in close relationships with particular children who behaved in 
particular ways. Close analysis of classroom interaction shows that for 
most of the children having specific publicly recognized friends was a goal. 
Being publicly associated with one or more friends in the classroom gave 
the children status in the eyes of their peers. Moreover, the children who 
had established friends were often the children that others coveted. Thus, 
while children indicated their understanding of the significance of 
friendships and attempted to gain status by claiming to have many friends, 
it was the intimate reciprocal relationships toward which many of the 
children aspired. Their ideology of friendship valued specific friends over 
general friends. 
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By the fourth week of school there were 10 pairs or triads of these 
well-established publicly recognized friends. This included some overlap 
where a child had more than one close friend. Of these relationships, half 
were new and half had been formed prior to kindergarten either in 
preschool or in the children's neighborhoods. These friendships were 
overwhelmingly same-gender peers indicating that the children's gender 
ideology affected their friendship ideology. 
Another feature of the friendships that were in place within the first 
few weeks of school was that they remained constant for the duration of the 
year. Overall, the children valued stability in their relationships. While 
some new pairings did come and go, most of these initial friendships were 
as secure on the last day of school as they were in September. 
Close publicly recognized friends expressed and displayed their 
relationships in the classroom in a number of different ways. Physical 
proximity was one of the most widely used examples. When allowed to 
choose where they wanted to sit, stand, or lie during rest time, close 
friends were typically together. In addition to physical proximity, 
friendship pairs displayed physical contact. This included touching arms, 
heads, backs, tugging at clothes, hugging, and holding hands. Both boys and 
girls participated in all of these displays. Cross-gender displays of this type 
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were limited to Susana and Francisco, the cross-gender Spanish bilingual 
pair that were together for the first several months of school. 
Another indicator that one was in an established friendship was the 
frequency with which these children called for each other across the 
classroom to do such things as come and sign-in for lunch or get their 
blankets for rest time. Friends monitored and kept track of each other 
while at the same time announcing to everyone else that they were doing 
so. When children outside the relationship attempted to participate in these 
behaviors, they were not always well received. 
Children also displayed intimate knowledge of their friends, such as 
knowing why their friends were absent or announcing what they did with 
their friends after school. One of the most highly prized friendship 
activities of this type was playing at each other's houses. Evidence of the 
significance of visiting houses is that it occurred in the data 48 times. These 
references occurred when children were lining-up to come into the 
building in the morning, when they entered the classroom, while they were 
in the library, at recess, or walking down the hall. Other times they would 
refer to visiting during free play to gain status or align themselves with a 
particular child in order to avoid confrontation. House visiting was also a 
favorite topic of conversation during whole class morning meetings. 
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In sum, the children's ideology of friendship varied little over the 
course of the year and was evident in their interactions early on. It differed 
from Mrs. Ryan's ideology of friendship in that it was more restrictive. 
The children did not consider adults to be friends. They might claim to be 
everyone's friend, but not everyone was actually available as a friend and 
general friendship was not as prestigious as specific friendships. They 
sought out particular children as friends and attempted to form fairly 
exclusive relationships with them. These specific friendships were 
displayed verbally and non-verbally throughout the year and across events. 
Some friendships were initiated or cultivated outside of school. The 
friendships that were displayed at school conformed to a strict gender 
division. Friendships carried status in this environment and opened doors 
to interaction and positive identity construction. 
In the following section, a single event, the lunch card routine, will 
be analyzed in order to illustrate the children's ideology of friendship as it 
was expressed during interaction. 
Transcript Analysis: Lunch Card Routine 
In the morning when the children entered the classroom they were 
expected to hang up their coats and proceed to the lunch card board before 
settling in a circle on the carpet for morning meeting. The lunch card 
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board consisted of a three-foot high by five-foot wide pegboard. The board 
was divided into sections that corresponded with the children's lunch 
choices. Along the top of the board was a row of metal hooks that held 
cards with the children's photographs and names on them. The children 
were to hang their cards in the appropriate area depending on whether they 
were buying a lunch, brought lunch from home, or would be going home 
for lunch. (The last option was only available to the two half-day students.) 
The teacher had developed the routine to take an accurate daily lunch count 
which was required by the cafeteria. The routine also developed 
independence and responsibility in the children. The children did use the 
board to indicate their lunch choices, but they also used it to initiate, 
affirm, and broadcast their friendships. 
The lunch card routine was selected for analysis for a number of 
reasons. It occurred on a regular, predictable basis with few changes. All 
of the children were present in the room during lunch card selection, and 
all of the children participated in the event. The board was not directly 
supervised by a teacher which gave the children a certain degree of free 
reign. The children also had materials available to them, the lunch cards 
and the board, which they used symbolically. On the surface this routine 
appeared very straightforward and insignificant, but further examination 
revealed that it was a rich site for interaction. 
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While the children were getting settled in the morning, I usually sat 
or stood within the vicinity of the lunch board taking field notes. I also 
videotaped the event at least once a week. I interacted with the children 
when they initiated conversation or had a question or problem with the 
procedure. On occasion I also called or reminded children who had not 
signed-up for lunch to do so. The following excerpt was selected because it 
occurred early in the year and illustrates the children's active construction 
of friendship. It is representative of events that were typical during the 
lunch card routine. All of the Spanish bilingual children: Dalbert, Felix, 
Francisco, Hector, Claudia, and Susana were present. 
The description is divided into sections which are numbered. These 
section numbers will be referred to in the analysis which follows and 
represent the several small vignettes which were occurring at the lunch 
board. Many of the segments overlap in chronological time but are 
independent in that the children involved did not interact with children in 
other segments. The transcription follows the order of events as closely as 
possible placing some simultaneous events sequentially: 
1 Maria comes to the board alone and hangs up her card. She likes to 
complete the morning routines quickly before they become crowded and noisy. 
2 Anna walks to the board alone and hangs up her card. 
3 Mark comes in a few seconds with Alan, his friend from preschool. Mark 
hangs up his card then waits for Alan. Alan directs Mark to put their cards next to 
each other. Then Alan reaches for Mark's hand and they leave holding hands. 
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4 Sarah arrives with her friend, Jenny. Sarah asks me, "What’s hot lunch?" 
I tell her and she looks for her lunch card. In the process she finds their good friend 
Laura's card and takes it to Mrs. Ryan because Laura is absent. 
Mrs. Ryan returns the card to the board saying, "You know what. I'm 
going to leave this right up here so we will know that she is absent. We'll miss 
her today." 
Sarah replies, "So will I." 
Jenny adds, "She has a sore throat." 
Sarah gets her own card and hangs it up and leaves. Jenny hangs her card 
three hooks to the right of Sarah's card and leaves. Claudia arrives and begins to 
hang her card next to Jenny's card then looks at Jenny off camera. She hangs her 
card elsewhere. Jenny returns to the lunch board, removes her card and looks at 
me. Shielding her action from my direct line of vision with her body, she hangs her 
card behind her back on a hook next to Sarah's card saying quietly, "Here." This 
leaves Sarah and Jenny's cards hanging together rather than separately as they had 
been previously. 
Sarah returns, gathers up some lunch cards and tells Jenny, "I'm gonna 
show, I'm gonna show. I'm gonna show who's missing today." She leaves to 
show the cards to Mrs. Ryan. Jenny scans the cards and finds a card of someone 
else who is absent. Sarah returns and re-hangs the cards. Jenny and Sarah leave. 
5 Jim arrives, hangs his card, and leaves. Alice hangs hers and leaves. 
Anna and Claudia are still at the lunch card board. Together they look at and talk 
about the pictures. 
6 Judd comes, hangs his card, and leaves. Curt comes and leaves. Philip 
comes and leaves. Megan comes and leaves. 
7 Susana takes her card and her friend Francisco's card off the hooks and 
waits for Francisco to come to the board. She is flapping their lunch cards in the 
air. She calls across the room, "Maria is not today," indicating that Maria is absent. 
Mrs. Ryan responds, "What, Hon? No, Maria's not here yet." Mrs. Ryan 
then asks Mike if he's signed-in for lunch. 
8 Dalbert goes to the lunch board and removes his card and his friend Mike's 
card. He calls very loudly across the room, "Mike, you didn't sign-up for 
lunch!" Curt, who has been asking Dalbert to move his backpack to a different 
hook in the closet follows Dalbert to the board and says, "Will you move your 
backpack?" Dalbert does not respond. 
When Mike approaches to look for his card, Dalbert exclaims impishly, 
"Mike, Mike, yours is lost!" Mike looks for the card. Curt continues to 
try and get Dalbert's attention about the backpack. Dalbert does not look or talk to 
him, he is focused on Mike. Mike looks on the floor and behind other cards 
for his card. Dalbert finally produces the card from where he had been holding it 
behind his back. 
Mike smiles and says, "You trickster!" Then he shakes Dalbert’s arm 
playfully. Curt inserts himself between Dalbert and Mike with hands on hips 
making one more demand about the backpack. Dalbert leaves the board with Curt 
following. Mike hangs his card and quickly follows them. 
9 Hector takes John's card and goes off camera. Felix takes Kenny's card 
and goes off camera and gives it to Kenny. 
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10 Francisco arrives at the lunch board and Susana hands him his card and 
guides him through the crowd from behind with her hands on his shoulders. When 
they approach the board where I am sitting she tells me, "Francisco is my friend. I 
go to, I, I go one day him's house." 
I respond, "You went one day to Francisco's house?" 
She nods her head, "Yeah." 
Francisco says in Spanish, "A mi casa." [To my house.] 
I affirm, "She went to your house?" 
Susana adds, "I, I play with him 'cause he's my friend." While Susana is 
talking she is patting Francisco on the back, on the head, and brushing her hand 
over his hair as he kneels to hang up his card. She says, "Little boy, little boy. He's 
my dog. Dog, dog, hi dog!" 
When he's ready to leave Francisco holds out his hand calling, "Susana!" 
and they leave together holding hands. 
11 John arrives with his good friend Kenny. Kenny is carrying his lunch card 
which Felix gave to him off camera. Kenny hangs his card. Felix is following 
Kenny and hangs his card next to Kenny's. 
John asks, "Where’s my picture? I don't know where my picture is." 
Hector, who had taken the card and gone off to look for John walks up behind 
John and Kenny who are kneeling on the floor in search of the missing lunch card. 
Pointing to where he had hung his own card in the "buying lunch" section 
Hector said, "I got me here, mine. Hector, over here." Then he holds out John's 
card and says, "John." 
John responds, "Oh, that's why I couldn't find it." 
Hector pointing to his card repeats, "I got my pizza, my picture over here." 
John hangs his card in the "brought lunch from home section" and leaves arm in 
arm with Kenny. Hector leans over to look at where John hung his card. Hector 
leaves a little later. (Videotape #1, Event #1.) 
The lunch card board was a routine designed by the teacher to 
facilitate the collection of information about lunches. For the children it 
was also a social event and an opportunity to construct and display 
ideologies, identities, and relationships. The following analysis will focus 
on the children's ideology of friendship, friend relationships, and 
associated identities as demonstrated in this transcript. The children's 
gender and bilingual ideologies will also be discussed as they are salient in 
this event. 
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The pairs and triads of children who approached the lunch board 
together, Mark/Alan in section 3, Sarah/Jenny (and Laura, part of the trio 
who was absent but still mentioned) in section 4, Dalbert/Mike in section 8, 
Susana/Francisco in section 10, and John/Kenny in section 11 were all 
children who were in reciprocal publicly recognized friend relationships. 
Mark and Alan were friends in preschool. Laura and Jenny were also 
friends prior to kindergarten. Sarah was added to the Laura/Jenny pair at 
the beginning of the year forming a stable trio. Three of the Spanish 
bilingual children were in recognized friendships at this point. Susana and 
Francisco, both in the TBE program, were friends with each other. The 
other pair, Dalbert and Mike, were the only relationship that had formed 
between a Spanish bilingual child and a mainstream child. The other three 
Spanish bilingual children and a few mainstream children could not claim a 
particular friend relationship at this point in the year. 
All the friend relationships displayed during this lunch card routine, 
except Susana and Francisco, remained intact throughout the year. There 
were an additional four pairs of children including overlap from the above 
group who also maintained stable friend relationships. This stability was a 
feature of the context, or interactive environment, and affected other 
children's access to relationships and interaction with children in 
established relationships. 
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Another feature of the environment, in addition to the existence of 
previously formed friendships, that may have contributed to this 
consistency was the stability of the classroom population as a whole. Over 
the course of the year no child entered or left the class. Mrs. Ryan reported 
that this was a unique situation in her teaching experience. As a result, the 
majority of the children, once paired off, were not as receptive to new 
intimate friendships in the way that a population of children in flux might 
have been. This feature of the context may also have reinforced the 
"intimate friends" ideology that operated in the classroom since long-term 
friendships were possible and valued. 
The scene was somewhat reminiscent of married couples operating in 
a culture that valued marriage. Once paired off, individuals became less 
available to other relationships investing their time and energy in the ones 
they had. In this class the identity of "close friend" was valued much the 
same way being married can have greater status than being single in some 
contexts. That is, being with someone confirmed a child's value. The 
children did not play or interact exclusively within these relationships, but 
the relationships did shape the children's identities within the classroom, 
influenced much of the interaction that occurred throughout the day, and 
restricted potential future friendships. 
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For example, during this lunch card routine the pairs interacted only 
with each other not initiating interaction with other children. In fact, they 
often talked over and around other children but not to them. Sarah and 
Susana spoke with me and Mrs. Ryan, but they did not engage with peers 
other than their close friends. This exclusive interaction was not true of all 
situations every day, but it was consistent enough across events over time to 
have an impact on interaction and relationships in the classroom. This was 
true particularly during the events or transition periods when children 
could choose how to arrange themselves. This pattern limited potential 
interaction between friends and would-be friends. Since friends were not 
inclined to initiate interaction with other children, it placed the burden of 
initiation, and potential rejection, on the shoulders of children outside the 
relationships. 
When other children did try to engage the friendship pairs during 
the lunch card event above, they were only marginally successful. Felix 
took Kenny's lunch card to him and hung his card next to Kenny's but this 
did not result in further interaction. Hector, Felix's brother, made an 
overture to John by giving him his lunch card in section 11. John took the 
card and spoke briefly with Hector, but then left with Kenny, the friend 
with whom he had arrived. Hector also appeared to be encouraging John to 
put his card near Hector's, but John had brought a lunch from home and 
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was not buying lunch like Hector. John's card did not belong in the same 
section as Hector's. In a subtle way it highlighted, very briefly, the 
socioeconomic differences between children like Hector who received free 
lunch and children like John who often brought their lunches from home. 
The only way Hector could hang his card next to John was if John chose to 
buy a lunch because Hector never brought lunch from home. Hector, not 
understanding all of this, only saw that John did not put his card next to 
Hector's, even after Hector had invited him to. When John left, Hector 
crawled over and examined the area where John had hung his card. 
John's friend Kenny, on the other hand, did frequently bring lunch 
from home and could hang his card next to John's. On other occasions 
these two friends talked about how to arrange their cards so they would be 
next to each other on the board. Sometimes this entailed covering up a card 
that was already there: 
Kenny: I don't know where to put it. 
John: Over, Jenny's. Put it next to me. (Videotape #18, Event #1.) 
Hector continued at various times during the year to initiate 
interaction with John who was already involved in two other close 
friendships and was well-liked by many of the children in the classroom. In 
April, Hector again approached John who was with his good friend Kenny: 
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Kenny arrives at the lunch board and calls, "John! J-O-H-N!" He goes off 
camera and returns with John. Hector, who was nearby hangs John's card on the 
board. 
Kenny or John protests, "No!" John turns away looking very, very 
dejected. His arms hang limply, his face is sagging. He leaves. 
Kenny calls him back, "John, you're supposed to put it on yourself!" 
John returns, "Well, I wanna get my own XXXXX (not clear on tape). 
Kenny removes the card from the board and hands it to John. Kenny then 
hangs his own card and John hangs his on top of Kenny's. The boys look at the 
marshmallow and toothpick sculptures near the lunch board. 
Hector asks John,"Where's your marshmallows?" 
John, "At home." 
Hector, "Huh?" 
John, "At home." 
Hector, "Oh." 
Kenny tugs at the back of John's collar and says, "John." Then he takes 
John's arm and they leave together. Hector follows them. 
(Videotape #18, Event #2.) 
Six months later John was still not receptive to Hector's overtures, 
nor was his year-long buddy, Kenny, interested in prolonging interaction 
with Hector, which he indicated by tugging on John's shirt and leading him 
away. Children in close stable friendships rarely encouraged others to join 
their relationships. This contextual feature was significant because in spite 
of Hector's appropriate bids toward John at the lunch board, he was not 
well received. Hector used the cards symbolically, as the other children 
often did, and tried to engage John in conversation about a common art 
project. The failure of this attempt was not solely a result Hector's 
personality or lack of social development. He was acting appropriately. The 
interaction was also dependent on the receptivity of John to a new 
relationship, and Hector's status in the classroom apart from his personal 
traits. 
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A second example of friends focusing on each other occurred in 
section 8 when Curt was unsuccessful in engaging Dalbert. Curt was trying 
to get Dalbert's attention because he wanted Dalbert to move his backpack 
in the closet. Curt followed Dalbert to the lunch board area and tried 
several times to get his attention by standing in front of him, hands on hips, 
and addressing him. Dalbert appeared to be totally oblivious to these 
attempts and was focused entirely on Mike and his lunch card. It is also 
possible that Curt was trying to get Dalbert’s attention because Curt and 
Mike were developing a relationship at after school care and Curt was not 
pleased about Dalbert and Mike's strengthening friendship. In either case, 
Dalbert was completely focused on Mike and was not easily distracted from 
the interaction. 
The children's exclusive verbal interaction served as a barrier which 
others had to penetrate in order to attain access. The children's physical 
interaction served to emphasize this barrier. For example, the children 
traveled in their friendship groupings frequently throughout the day. This 
is seen in the lunch card transcript as Mark/Alan, Sarah/Jenny, and 
John/Kenny arrived at the lunch board together after hanging up their 
coats. Susana/Francisco and Dalbert/Mike met at the boards with one 
partner purposely waiting for the other, card in hand. All the pairs left the 
lunch board with their partners and sat together in the morning meeting 
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circle making it difficult for other children to physically access them 
during these morning activities. 
Friendship pairs also expressed and displayed their relationships 
through physical contact. In section 3 Mark and Alan held hands. Mike 
shook Dalbert's arm playfully in section 8. Susana guided Francisco to the 
board in section 10 by steering him from behind, her hands on his 
shoulder. She later patted him on the head and back. Later, he reached for 
her and they left holding hands. The children often used physical contact to 
solidify their "togethernessn in a given situation as well as to form a 
barrier to others or to prevent separation. 
In section 10 Susana raised the topic of visiting houses which served 
to further display her relationship with Francisco. It also indicated that she 
understood the significance of these visits within the classroom context. In 
the morning meeting that followed lunch card selection, Francisco 
announced to the class that Susana had gone to his house to play. Having 
contact with friends outside of school, playing together, going to birthday 
parties, and visiting each other's houses were all high status activities. 
Even having information about a friend, such as why they were 
absent, indicated intimacy. In section 4 Jenny provided this type of 
information about Laura who was absent because she had strep throat. 
During the morning meeting Jenny explained to the class that yesterday 
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Laura was . . supposed to come over to my house, but she didn't because 
she had to lay on the couch all afternoon because her throat was all sick." 
In this statement she was able to display her knowledge about a friend and 
refer to a prestigious after school visit. At other meetings children were 
asked or volunteered similar information about their friends who were sick 
or absent. Only children who had this information, of course, could 
participate. 
Another feature of Susana and Francisco's relationship is that it was 
the only cross-gender relationship evidenced in the transcript. It was also 
the only well-recognized, cross-gender friendship in the classroom at the 
time. A second cross-gender pair from preschool, Mike and Anna, played 
together during the first few weeks of school, but Mike began to become 
more involved with Dalbert and the other boys, limiting his contact with 
Anna as the year progressed. This may have been due to the 
children's previously discussed gender ideology that prescribed same- 
gender friends. 
The predominance of same-gender friendships limited cross-gender 
interaction. This was not always the case at the lunch board or in the 
classroom, but this transcript illustrates how the children's gender ideology 
shaped classroom friendships. Same-gender peers tended to talk with same- 
gender peers. The cross-gender interaction that did occur at the lunch 
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board was often the result of conflict. This pattern combined with friend 
relationships served to further limit interaction or potential interaction 
among children. 
During section 10 Susana and Francisco displayed the behavior that 
may account for their cross-gender relationship. As discussed in Chapter 5, 
Francisco was diminutive and treated as somewhat of a doll by the girls at 
the beginning of the year. Susana patted him, called him "Little boy," and 
then pretended that he was her pet dog. Not many, if any, of the other boys 
would have allowed this type of interaction, but Francisco responded 
favorably. 
This transcript also demonstrates the children's symbolic use of 
materials to make overtures towards others, affirm, and contest 
relationships. In this routine the lunch cards were used creatively 
throughout the year. In section 3 Alan and Mark hung their cards next to 
each other to indicate their friendship. In section 4 Sarah removed Laura's 
card from the board and talked with Mrs. Ryan about missing her friend 
who was absent. In sections 7 and 9 Susana, Hector, and Felix took cards to 
other children. In section 8 Dalbert hid Mike's card then revealed it as a 
practical joke. Holding a card while waiting for a friend demonstrated 
friendship and also kept anyone else from holding it. Calling to a friend 
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while holding a card summoned not only the friend but announced the 
friendship to the rest of the class. 
In addition to the practices displayed above, the children invented 
numerous ingenious methods of using the lunch cards symbolically. One 
day Hector hung all the children's cards in a line at the top of the board 
placing all the bilingual children first. Other children would hang their 
card on top of their friend's card, sometimes removing someone else's card 
or searching through several layers of cards first. There were also cases 
where children protested having multiple cards placed over their card or 
their friend's card. In one instance I watched as Hector hung his card next 
to Dalbert's. Hector and Dalbert had known each other before kindergarten 
and had a friendship within the TBE and ESL classrooms. Dalbert and 
Mike, however, were a fairly stable friendship pair in the mainstream 
classroom. Mike protested when Hector showed him that he had placed his 
own card next to Dalbert's on the lunch board. When Hector left, Mike 
spent several minutes laboriously removing a hook from the board, then 
placed it next to Hector's. When he hung his card it neatly covered Hector's 
leaving Mike's and Dalbert's hanging side-by-side. The lunch cards were 
used to express more than just a lunch choice. They represented 
relationships, desired relationships, and attempts to discourage 
relationships. 
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It is significant that in this transcript it was the bilingual children 
who called other children or brought cards to them: Susana to Francisco in 
section 7, Dalbert to Mike in section 8, Hector to John, and Felix to Kenny 
in sections 9 and 11. This was, in fact, a pattern that was evident 
throughout the year during this routine. The evolution of this practice may 
be due to my own involvement at the lunch card board. During September 
I sometimes called children who had forgotten to sign-up for lunch to the 
lunch board, as Mrs. Ryan did in section 7 of the transcript. On four 
occasions I also sent a Spanish bilingual child to remind other children to 
sign-in. It may have been my actions that instigated this practice or it may 
have been simply the Spanish bilingual children's desire to form 
friendships. In either case, the children themselves perpetuated it 
independently after the beginning of the year. 
Of the 44 overtures of this type in the data, 38 or 86% were initiated 
by the bilingual children. Of these 38 bids, 16 or 42% were to other 
Spanish bilingual children and 24 or 63% were to mainstream children. 
Thus, it was primarily bilingual children who engaged in the practice of 
calling or taking cards to others. The mainstream children who also 
engaged in calling a friend to the board called primarily to established 
friends, whereas the bilingual children would initiate interaction with each 
other, established friends, non-established friends, Spanish bilingual 
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children, and English dominant children, indicating a greater receptivity to 
a wider range of children. The mainstream children's lack of interaction 
with the bilingual children may have been due to the exclusive nature of 
their friendships with other mainstream children. This in itself may 
indicate the operation of the institutional and mainstream children's 
ideology of bilingualism. An ideology which attached only marginal value 
to Spanish or Spanish speakers in this environment. 
Spanish was not spoken at the lunch board with the exception of one 
comment that Francisco made to me in section 10. The conversation among 
all of the children was conducted in English reflecting the nature of the 
mainstream classroom where the bilingual children were expected to learn 
and use English. This is not to say that learning English should not have 
been a priority or that the children should not have been speaking English. 
Neither is it a claim that the bilingual children never used Spanish. The 
Spanish bilingual children did sometimes speak Spanish among themselves 
and with Ms Diaz. And, on a couple of occasions, mainstream children did 
try to direct a Spanish bilingual child with a Spanish imperative such as 
"Aqui, aqui” (Here, here). However, it points out the difficulty of trying to 
construct value for multilingualism in a context that did not support it, in 
spite of Mrs. Ryan's efforts. In environments where multilingualism is the 
norm, or in which multilingualism is being promoted for all children, it is 
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possible that the value of being bilingual and the relationships and identities 
that would be constructed among children might differ. In this particular 
environment, being bilingual was not an asset in forming friend 
relationships. 
In review, this routine served the teacher's goal of lunch selection as 
well as a socially significant site for children to interact. During the 
process of signing-in for lunch, children constructed and displayed 
ideologies, social relationships, and identities. The lunch card routine 
demonstrates that the identity of "friend" was a significant one in this 
classroom and was obtained as far as the children were concerned by 
participating in reciprocal relationships with specific peers. Children such 
as Jess claimed to have many friends, but close friends had priority over 
general friends. The five pairs of children in this transcript who were 
confirmed friends, and who completed the lunch board activity together, 
were the only children in this particular event on this particular day who 
were able to display their relationships and construct the identity of friend. 
Children who were not in friendship pairs or not received by the 
friendship pairs were unable to construct this identity in this event. This is 
not to say that the children in this transcript were the only children able to 
construct themselves as a friend in the classroom, but it demonstrates how 
features of the context, such as the receptivity and availability of the 
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children in the classroom to interaction and new friendships, can restrict 
the ability of other children to assume the identity of friend. This transcript 
also demonstrates how an event, like signing-in for lunch, can be used 
symbolically to express ideologies such as friendship ,to define 
relationships such as "general friend" or "specific friend," and to support 
or restrict the construction of some identities over others. It also 
demonstrates how the children's ideologies of bilingualism and gender 
intersected with the ideology of friendship and further restricted potential 
interaction and relationships. 
The transcript represents one example of the morning lunch card 
routine. Prior to analysis, the interaction that occurs at the board may not 
seem significant. Yet this and similar routines are repeated daily, not only 
in this classroom, but in many classrooms across the school. The routine 
for choosing where to go during indoor free choice time in the 
kindergarten, for example, was often influenced by who was going to be 
there as much as by the activity itself. At lunch time children could be seen 
changing their seats several times before settling in one location depending 
on who was nearby. Recess activities often revolved around children's 
friendships. The minute interactions that occur during each of these events 
add up over the course of a day, a year, or the many years that children 
spend at school. It is the repetition of interactions that both create and 
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reflect the ideologies, relationships, and identities which constitute the 
interactive context. 
The intent here is not to paint a discouraging picture of classroom 
life in this kindergarten. The children in this class had a reputation within 
the school for being happy, enthusiastic, and getting along well. Ms. Diaz 
compared this group to previous classes she had worked with and was very 
pleased with how well the Spanish bilingual children were integrating and 
how receptive the monolingual children were to learning Spanish. Mrs. 
Ryan clearly worked toward building positive identities for all of the 
children and encouraged them to expand their exclusive relationships and 
ideologies. The purpose of this analysis is to highlight the pervasive 
influence of both the broad and specific ideologies, social relationships, and 
resulting identities that are operating in every environment. How they 
shape the interaction and potential interaction that occurs between 
participants in every social scene has different consequences for different 
people. 
So far this chapter has presented the teacher's and children's 
ideologies in order to describe them in full and delineate their differences. 
This is not to claim that these ideologies always manifested purely or that 
they were held by all the children to the same degree. What can be seen is 
that ideologies do shape interaction and that what occurs during that 
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interaction impacts the formation of local ideologies. In the following 
transcripts, both the teacher's and children's ideologies can be seen 
operating, and conflicting, in the same teacher-led events. 
Friends: Analysis of Classroom Events 
The lunch card transcript presented in the previous section focused 
on an event that had minimal teacher input. This made it possible to see the 
children's ideologies in action without adult intervention. The following 
three excerpts are from whole class events when all the children are 
gathered together either during morning meeting or during the 
introductory phase of a lesson. The first two excerpts are related to a social 
studies unit on friendship which occurred in the spring. The last is a 
student-initiated discussion of going to play at friends' houses. 
The first transcript is a teacher-directed lesson based on the 
kindergarten social studies unit of friendship discussed in the chapter 
introduction. The friendship unit as taught by Mrs. Ryan explored being a 
friend, making friends, solving conflicts, respecting others, and the 
differences and similarities among friends. She accomplished this through 
reading stories, writing, drawing, discussions, filmstrips, videos, and 
performing several short plays with friendship themes. This unit fit well 
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with her ideologies of multiculturalism, bilingualism, gender, and 
friendship. 
During the six week unit on friends, Mrs. Ryan requested that the 
Spanish bilingual children stay in the mainstream classroom rather than 
attend their regularly scheduled ESL class. She had commented that it did 
not do much good to teach a unit on friends, similarities and differences if 
all the "different friends" were out of the room. I believe this comment 
reflected Mrs. Ryan's struggle with a pull-out ESL program design because 
it conflicted with her beliefs about the value of social interaction across 
diverse groups of people. Separating the Spanish bilingual children while 
explicitly teaching about diversity defeated the whole purpose in her eyes. 
The Spanish TBE teacher felt that her students had friends in the TBE 
room and that time together for the Latino population was an important 
feature of the pull-out TBE program. At the time, I believed that when 
children came to the ESL room they had more frequent opportunities to 
interact in English, to control the pace and content of the discussions, to 
feel successful, and to form close relationships in the smaller groups. For 
Mrs. Ryan, this was not enough. She wanted the children to integrate across 
boundaries such as race, gender, class, ethnicity, and religion. In order to 
do that, they needed to be together. 
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The following transcripts demonstrate how Mrs. Ryan went about 
constructing an official, overtly stated ideology of friendship during 
teacher-directed events and how the children constructed and demonstrated 
their ideology at the same time. 
Transcript Analysis: A Friend Will . . . 
For the introductory lesson on friends, the children were gathered 
on the floor in a group at Mrs. Ryan's feet. The girls were loosely grouped 
together in front of her. The boys were gathered around the girls, but not 
intermingled with them. Several pairs and triads of established friends 
were seated together. Mrs. Ryan had an easel with a blank piece of paper 
next to her. While the children were munching on their snack, she wrote 
the first letter of a heading which would eventually read "A friend 
will..." She had the children predict what she was going to write by 
presenting the letters one at a time. When she had written " A f ..." the 
children began guessing words that begin with the letter "f." She then 
wrote "A ff . . ." and gave them a clue: 
1 Mrs. Ryan: I will give you a hint. What I'm going to write is right in front of 
me. I will look at one now. 
(She looks at one of the children.) 
2 Laura: (quietly) Friend. 
3 Mrs. Ryan: I'm looking at another one. 
4 Philip: Friend! 
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5 Class: A friend! Friend! 
6 Mrs. Ryan: I'm looking at another one. 
7 Class: Friend! Friend! 
8 Mrs. Ryan: And friend, the word friend looks like this. 
(She writes the rest of the word "friend".) 
9 Mrs. Ryan: What did I write so far? 
10 Class: A friend. 
11 Mrs. Ryan: A friend. 
12 Ms. Diaz: (to Claudia, Hector, and Francisco in Spanish): i Quien me puede 
decir que es? (Who can tell me what that means?) 
13 Claudia: Amiga. (A female friend.) 
14 Ms. Diaz: Un amigo o una amiga. (A male friend or a female friend.) 
15 Mrs. Ryan: Tell me, is there anybody here who has a friend? 
(Children raise their hands.) 
16 Child: Everybody has their hand up. 
17 Mrs. Ryan: I'm looking, I’m looking. 
Mrs. Ryan was not only employing a particular method of literacy 
instruction, she was also constructing her definition of a friend in this 
environment. This definition was all-inclusive. All of the children were 
defined as friends and they were all her friends. The children were aware 
of her ideology and were able to guess correctly. In turn 2, Laura quietly 
offered the answer "Friend," but it was not taken up by the class until Phil 
loudly repeated her response in turn 4. 
After asking the children to raise their hands if they had a friend, 
Mrs. Ryan waited until all the children had their hands raised and prodded 
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those who had been engrossed with their snacks and not listening to raise 
their hands as well. Ms. Diaz assisted her in this process by translating. In 
the end everyone's hand was raised and everyone could be included in her 
definition of being a friend and having a friend. The identity of friendship 
could be claimed by all in this phase of the event. 
During this introduction, Ms. Diaz who was sitting in a chair at the 
back of the group asked some of the Spanish bilingual children in a side 
conversation in turn 12 to produce the Spanish word for "friend." Claudia 
responded with the Spanish amiga in turn 13, denoting a female friend. 
Ms. Diaz expanded this to include both the male and female versions of the 
word friend in Spanish—amigo and amiga. One interesting point about this 
exchange is that Claudia and Ms. Diaz were able to identify the equivalent 
labels, but the meanings of these labels could not be conveyed without 
understanding the particular cultural ideologies of friendship that were 
operating in this environment (Walsh, 1991). (As discussed in Chapter 6, 
Ms. Diaz was able to conduct these side conversations, or to interject 
Spanish translation while Mrs. Ryan was teaching in order to check and to 
clarify comprehension of the Spanish dominant speakers.) 
Mrs. Ryan continued writing the heading on the easel letter-by-letter 
as the children guessed the final word. When she had written, "A friend 
will..." she asked: 
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32 Mrs. Ryan: Is there somebody here who can tell me what will a friend do? 
33 John: Play. 
34 Mrs. Ryan: Raise your hand so I can write it down. Dalbert? A friend will... 
35 Dalbert: (Overlaps) Play. 
36 Mrs. Ryan: Say it again. 
37 Dalbert: Play. 
38 Mrs. Ryan: Was that your idea too, John? 
39 John: Yeah. 
40 Mrs. Ryan: A friend will play. What else will a friend do? Jess, what will a 
friend do? 
(Jess's hand was up.) 
41 Jess: Um, Kenny and Jim are coming to my house to play xxxxxx. 
(Unintelligible on tape.) 
42 Mrs. Ryan: Will a friend visit? 
43 Jess: No, they're gonna play at my house. 
44 Mrs. Ryan: So a friend will play. 
Mrs. Ryan was constructing a list of characteristics that were 
associated with being a good friend by eliciting children's contributions. 
The first contribution was, "Play." For children in this classroom one of 
the most important things that a friend could do was play with them. Being 
chosen as a playmate carried status, security, and the identity of "friend." 
In other contexts or cultures where free play among young same-age 
children is not as common, playing together might not be such a high status 
activity. In this setting play, both in and out of school, held significance 
beyond the enjoyment of the activity. It was an indication of prestige. 
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While Mrs. Ryan wanted all the children to be part of the group of 
people defined as friends, the entire group of friends rarely ever played 
together. At recess, during free choice time inside, and especially at home, 
the children played in pairs or groups. Jess demonstrated this aspect of the 
children's ideology of friendship in turn 23 when he linked the concept of 
"play" with specific children coming to his house to play after school that 
day. Going to other children's homes was a frequently mentioned activity 
by the children. Jess also mentioned the names of the two boys, Kenny and 
Jim, most likely because he wanted to be publicly connected with them and 
gain status in the eyes of the other children. Jess continued a side 
conversation about this topic during the friendship lesson with Jim who was 
sitting next to him until Mrs. Ryan hushed him. He mentioned the same 
visit again later in the day to avoid a potential conflict while he was playing 
with a small group of boys in the block area. He was making the most of 
this visit before it even happened. 
At this point in the conversation, the only contributions to the list 
had been made by boys, following the general pattern of gender 
participation during whole group events. Laura, the only female 
participant, had spoken earlier in the discussion offered"Friend" in turn 2 
and "With me" in turn 27. Laura was also one of the two girls who 
contributed to the list of friend characteristics: 
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45 Mrs. Ryan: What else will a friend do? Laura? 
46 Laura: Help. 
47 Mrs. Ryan: A friend will help. 
Laura made a second contribution to the list later in the conversation 
in turn 91 which was "A friend will baby-sit you." Both helping and baby¬ 
sitting are activities that are traditionally attributed to girls and women. 
Girls assuming a supportive or caretaker roles was also documented by 
Grant (1983) during her observations of six first grade classrooms. This is 
not to say that all of the children's remarks were stereotypical. The other 
girl who made a contribution in turn 57 said, "A friend will teach you 
karate." 
In contrast though, the boys made no contributions related to 
helping. All of their contributions in turns 17, 23, 31, 36 and 63 related to 
playing, doing, and going places. The boys were less interested in 
displaying their abilities to serve others or be served than they were in 
establishing themselves as having status in the boys' eyes. They also 
exhibited a sub-discourse of competition that was part of both the boys' 
gender and friendship ideologies. An example of this competitive talk 
follows: 
50 Mrs. Ryan: What else will a friend do? A friend will what? Think about your 
best, one of your best friends or a friend you haven't seen in a long time. What 
will a friend do, Philip? (He had his hand raised.) 
51 Philip: Go on rides with you. 
52 Mrs. Ryan: A friend will go on rides with you. 
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53 Mrs. Ryan: John? (He had his hand raised.) 
54 John: Go to the circus with you. 
55 Mrs. Ryan: Say it again. 
56 Philip: That's a long sentence. (Referring to the sentence he had contributed: 
"Go on rides with you." The sentences are written in a list with one below the next 
and he compares them in length.) 
57 John: Go to the circus with you. 
58 Mrs. Ryan: Go to the circus with you? 
59 Philip: I had the longest one. 
60 Child: Un uhn. 
61 Philip: Yes, I did. 
(Mrs. Ryan writes John’s sentence on the board and it’s longer than Philip's.) 
62 Philip: Me and John has the longest one. 
63 Mrs. Ryan: It doesn't matter to me. Shh, shh. 
In this segment, Philip demonstrated the boys' sub-discourse of 
competition by claiming in turns 56, 59, 61 and 62 that his sentence was the 
longest. When it turned out that John's sentence was longer than Philip's, 
Philip was not daunted nor did he concede his position. He simply included 
John in the newly constructed identity of "boys with the longest sentences." 
This competitive one-upmanship was part of the boy's ideology of 
friendship. Who could read the hardest book, had the coolest dinosaur 
picture, or kicked the highest goal in soccer were all examples of this type 
of interaction. Mrs. Ryan, not wanting to support their competitive banter 
stated in turn 63 "It doesn't matter to me." Her ideology of friendship was 
one of equality, not hierarchy and competition. Next, she reiterated the 
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children’s contributions and continued to construct a definition of a good 
friend: 
64 Mrs. Ryan: Will a friend play with you? 
65 Class: Yes. 
66 Mrs. Ryan: Will a friend help you? 
67 Class: Yes. 
68 Mrs. Ryan: And a friend will go on rides with you. Will a friend go to the circus 
with you? 
69 Class: Yes. 
70 Mrs. Ryan: Will a friend hurt you? 
71 Class: No. 
72 Mrs. Ryan: Because if the person hurt you then what? 
73 Student: They're not a friend. 
74 Mrs. Ryan: That's right they wouldn't be a friend. They wouldn't be a friend. 
Mrs. Ryan was both eliciting input from the children and working 
toward a definition of friend that fit her ideology. She was able to do this 
in part because the children responded to her prompting by providing the 
responses she was looking for in turns 65, 67, 69, 71, and 73. It is also 
possible that the girls were more willing to help build Mrs. Ryan's 
definition of friendship than were the boys. However, the children’s 
comments were not limited to such responses and they managed to convey 
their own ideology of friendship throughout the lesson. 
In the next segment, Ms. Diaz who had been sitting in the back of the 
room speaking to Claudia, Hector, and Francisco in Spanish about the 
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lesson, prompted Francisco to contribute to the conversation. She then told 
him in Spanish to raise his hand. Mrs. Ryan called on him immediately: 
80 Mrs. Ryan: Francisco? 
81 Francisco: Sit together. 
82 Mrs. Ryan: A friend will stick together? 
83 Ms. Diaz: Sit. 
84 Francisco: No, sit together! 
85 Mrs. Ryan: Oh! Sit together. A friend will sit with you, sure. Where 
Francisco? Like in the cafeteria or where? 
(Francisco points to a table.) 
86 Mrs. Ryan: At a table? In a few minutes your friend might go to sit with you. 
(Videotape #14, Event # 2.) 
Francisco's contribution of "sit together" in turn 81 reflected the 
children's ideology that friends stayed physically close to each other when 
possible. An analysis of where children sat during the daily morning 
meeting circle, during group lessons, and at lunch demonstrates how 
consistently they arranged themselves according to friendship pairs. Other 
children did attempt to push and squeeze themselves between friends but 
were sometimes met with resistance and sometimes redirected by Mrs. 
Ryan. These patterns could be seen emerging during the first month of 
school and remained consistent for the remainder of the year. Sitting 
together was a school practice that the children could articulate as 
meaningful. 
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Because of the consistency of seating patterns, some children began 
to complain mid-year that they wanted to sit by other children in the 
cafeteria but they couldn’t, basically, because the other children were 
already taken. As a result, Mrs. Ryan began to request that the children 
occasionally "sit next to someone new" during morning meeting. Without 
her encouragement and follow-up monitoring, however, the children 
persisted in seating themselves with their established friends. The 
friendship lesson concluded with Mrs. Ryan reading a book about friends 
to the children with Ms. Diaz translating. Then the class was dismissed to 
tables to work on an activity related to the lesson. 
In this lesson Mrs. Ryan can be seen operating from her ideology of 
friendship—children and adults are all friends and everybody has friends in 
the classroom. Friends do good things with and for each other. The 
children offered their definition of what specific friends will do 
which included naming each other, playing together, sitting together, 
inviting friends to special events, and visiting each other's houses. 
The gender ideology was salient in this setting in what and how the 
children contributed to the discussion. Only 2 out of 7 girls spoke during 
the lesson taking a total of 5 turns. In contrast 5 of the 11 boys contributed 
over 20 turns. The girls participated less frequently than the boys and 
provided contributions related to service. The boys made numerous 
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contributions and constructed themselves as doers. The boys participated in 
a greater number of turns and displayed their sub-discourse of competition, 
the girls their relative silence. During this lesson they also grouped 
themselves into friendship pairs on the rug at Mrs. Ryan's feet and 
segregated themselves by gender. 
Transcript Analysis: Who Are Mv Friends? 
A second example of the differing ideologies of friendship between 
the teacher and the children occurred about two weeks later during 
morning meeting. Mrs. Ryan asked the children to gather at the base of a 
small whiteboard where she had written them a message. The boys 
gathered at her feet. The girls clustered behind them with one pair of girls 
off to the side. Several pairs of close friends were next to each other. Mrs. 
Ryan read the first sentence of the message with them: 
1 Mrs. Ryan: Let's see how many words you know. "Good Morning Friends." 
Who are my friends? 
(All the children raise their hands. Some are looking around to see whose hands are 
raised.) 
2 Mrs. Ryan: Thank you, thank you, thank you, thank you, thank you, thank 
you, thank you, thank you, thank you, thank you, thank you, thank you, thank 
you, thank you, thank you, thank you, thank you, thank you, thank you. 
(As she says thank you she nods to each student.) 
3 Mrs. Ryan: I am your friend. 
(She raises her hand as they had done to show that she is their friend.) 
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As in the previous transcript, Mrs. Ryan was constructing a 
definition of friend that included everyone and defined her relationship 
with the children as that of a "friend." She continued: 
4 Mrs. Ryan: Who else is your friend in this room? 
I believe, based on her follow-up comments, that when she asked this 
question Mrs. Ryan intended to include the other adults in the room in her 
definition friendship. However, the children interpreted it to mean who 
were their personal friends and they began to point to or touch specific 
children. Close friends identified each other and some children pointed to 
the children they wanted to be associated with. No one pointed to the 
Spanish bilingual children although three of the Spanish bilingual students 
pointed to mainstream children. Mrs. Ryan followed this question by 
directing the children to the adults: 
5 Mrs. Ryan: Good. Is Ms. Diaz one of your friends? 
6 Class: Yes. 
7 Mrs. Ryan: Is Ms. Hruska one of your friends? 
8 Class: Yeah. 
9 Mrs. Ryan: Is everybody in here a friend? 
10 Class: Yeah. 
(Alice and Mike enter the classroom after running an errand. They sit in the back 
of the room with the girls.) 
11 Mrs. Ryan: Is Alice .. . 
12 Class: Yeah. 
13 Francisco: Mike! 
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14 Dalbert: Alan! 
15 Mrs. Ryan: Is Mike one of your friends? 
16 Class: Yes. 
17 Dalbert: Mrs. Ryan? 
18 Mrs. Ryan: Yes. 
19 Dalbert: My friends are Alan and John. 
20 Mrs. Ryan: All right, then we can read it. Come on. 
(Slowly, Mike, who had been sitting in the back of the class with Alice begins 
to scoot next to Dalbert, away from the group of girls where he had been sitting 
when he entered the room mid-way through the event.) 
(Videotape #16, Event #4.) 
Mrs. Ryan again promoted her inclusive definition of friendship as 
including everyone, even the adults. Everyone had the identity of friend. 
The children went along with this definition through their choral response 
but also persisted in identifying specific children as their personal or 
desired friends. They did this by sitting next to them, pointing to them, 
touching them, putting their arms around them, and calling out their names 
during the lesson as Francisco and Dalbert did in turns 13 and 14. Dalbert 
went one step further and requested official recognition from Mrs. Ryan 
by calling out her name in turn 17, and then announcing "My friends are 
Alan and John" in turn 19. Neither Alan nor John had pointed to Dalbert 
nor was he publicly associated with Alan or John. Both Alan and John had 
other best friends in the class. However, Dalbert had chosen to publicly 
align himself with them and claim the identity of friend probably because 
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they had status in the classroom. And, as was typical, boys aligned 
themselves with boys. Children who were never named or identified by 
others did not have access to this status or to public identities as desirable 
friends in these contexts. 
The two preceding transcripts demonstrate the pervasiveness of 
references to social relationships in the classroom. They illustrate how the 
official discourse of friendship, as stated overtly by Mrs. Ryan, and the 
children's discourse of friendship varied. These two transcripts also 
illustrate how the teacher and children's ideologies affected social 
interaction and in turn how the interaction fed the existing ideologies. The 
social relationships that children had influenced where they sat, what they 
said, and whom they said it about. These social relationships were also a 
source of social identity in the classroom, that of publicly recognized 
friend. The children were working to construct that identity for themselves 
and specific peers. Mrs. Ryan was working to construct the identity of 
friend for all children including the bilingual population. But, Mrs. Ryan 
could not control each and every statement that the children made, each and 
every move, nor what they did outside of school. An example of an event 
that occurred outside of school and its implications in the classroom is 
discussed next. 
289 
Transcript Analysis: Going to Houses 
As mentioned in the sections on ideologies, one of the most prized 
activities in this classroom was going to play at another child's house. Jess 
mentioned this in turn 41 of the friendship lesson. Susana brought it up in 
ESL and in section 10 of the lunch card routine. The topic was raised by 
Francisco during morning meeting early in the year. The following 
transcript is an excerpt from that discussion. 
During this particular meeting Mrs. Ryan had led the class in a 
student-initiated discussion. Throughout this discussion Francisco had 
raised his hand and called out numerous times. After 10 minutes he was 
recognized by Mrs. Ryan who then reoriented the class discussion to the 
new topic he introduced: 
1 Mrs. Ryan: Francisco, what you have been waiting to say? 
2 Francisco: Susana one day go to play my house. 
3 Mrs. Ryan: To your house!!! Susana's coming to your house? Did you go to his 
house? 
(Susana nods.) 
4 Mrs. Ryan: You did? You went to Francisco's house to play?!! How did you 
get there??!!! (In a very animated voice.) 
5 Susana: My mom. And he mom (putting her hand on Francisco's head). 
In the lunch card routine that morning, Susana had told me that she 
had gone to Francisco's house to play. In this setting Francisco was telling 
Mrs. Ryan, but he was also informing the rest of the class. Francisco was 
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new to the school and a beginning English student when he entered 
kindergarten. By October when this interchange occurred, he was able to 
use the English he had learned to verbally indicate that he had grasped the 
importance of aligning himself with a friend publicly. Susana was his close 
friend, they were seated next to each other in the circle, and he was 
affirming this relationship. He was also announcing that he was 
participating in after school visits and could claim the identity of "friend 
who visits after school." His statement reflected what the children valued. 
When Mrs. Ryan called on Francisco in turn 1 and he announced that 
Susana had visited him at home, she allowed the change in topic. She also 
helped the children elaborate on it. I believe Mrs. Ryan did this in part 
because she wanted to encourage the Spanish bilingual children to 
participate in class discussions both to learn English and to become 
contributing members of the class. In the process of supporting their 
participation, Mrs. Ryan also used this opportunity to construct positive 
identities for Susana and Francisco as desirable friends. Mrs. Ryan wanted 
the children to develop personal relationships outside of school, but she did 
not want to construct some children as participants and others as outsiders. 
In the next segment she expanded the discussion to include all the children, 
while continuing to build positive identities of the bilingual children: 
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6 Mrs. Ryan: You invited Susana to your house Francisco?!!! Who would like to 
go to Francisco's house to play? 
(Mrs. Ryan and Ms. Diaz raise their hands and the children follow suit.) 
[Turns 7 and 8 omitted.] 
9 Francisco: Todos aqui pueden venir, todos. 
(All the adults who understand Spanish laugh.) 
10 Ms. Diaz (translates into English): He says that we can all go all together. 
(All the children laugh.) 
Later, after additional discussion of the class taking a field trip to 
Francisco's house and talking with Susana about her visit, Mrs. Ryan 
continued to expand the discussion to other children: 
27 Mrs. Ryan: ... the teachers have to come to school tomorrow, but tomorrow 
would be a great day for you to visit another house and maybe learn another 
language. Maybe tomorrow when you're home you could be saying, "Oh, I wonder 
what Francisco's doing, maybe I'll call him up and invite him over. I wonder what 
Susana's doing. I wonder what Laura's doing." 
In line with her ideologies of multiculturalism, bilingualism, and 
friendship, Mrs. Ryan encouraged the children to form cross-ethnic and 
cross-linguistic relationships outside of school. She underscored the value 
of multilingualism, the topic they had been discussing previously, by 
suggesting in turn 27 that the children could "learn another language." She 
listed the bilingual children as potential guests and constructed them as 
desirable friends. 
Since visiting houses was now a publicly recognized topic, four other 
children came forth with stories of friends visiting their houses. In all four 
cases, the children were part of the intimate friendship pairs that had 
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already been established in the classroom. Susana, one of the four children, 
took the opportunity to participate again: 
40 Susana: Mrs. Ryan! I went to him's house (touches Claudia) and I went to 
him's house (touches Francisco). 
41 Mrs. Ryan: You went to Claudia's house? Did she come to your house Claudia? 
(Claudia nods her head yes.) 
42 Mrs. Ryan: Well, Susana, you are very popular. People want you to come to 
their houses. (Videotape 31, Event #1.) 
Mrs. Ryan constructed Susana positively, this time as being 
"popular" and a desirable guest. She also drew Claudia into the 
conversation in order to identify her as a participant in house visiting. 
The children were using this opportunity to name the particular 
friends they had visited, thus constructing themselves as intimate friends 
who visited after school. Only children who had actually gone to houses or 
invited a friend could claim this identity at this point in the conversation. 
Not only did this support the children's existing friendship ideology, this 
whole class discussion of going to play at other people's houses may have 
contributed to the status of this activity by sanctioning it publicly early in 
the school year. 
Evidence that the Spanish bilingual children understood the 
significance of this interaction is that Susana recycled the going to houses 
conversation a week later in ESL class and this time Claudia chimed in. We 
were in the middle of making muffins when Susana announced: 
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1 Susana: I, I went, one day I go to the him's house (pointing to Francisco). 
2 Ms. Hruska: Did you go to Francisco's house? 
3 Susana: Yeah, and he go in my; house. 
4 Claudia: (To Susana) And, and you go my house. 
5 Susana: Yeah, and I go him house (touching both Francisco and Claudia). I go 
Claudia house and I go Francisco house. (Videotape #1, Event #3.) 
In this conversation, the children were again constructing themselves 
as participants in the "going to visit houses" practice. And although this 
interaction is restricted to only Spanish bilingual children, Dalbert, who 
had not gone to visit anyone, could not contribute to the discussion nor 
construct himself as a participant. As in the mainstream classroom, not all 
the Spanish bilingual children had access to the identities being constructed 
during this brief interaction in ESL class. While language dominance and 
ethnicity did not have salience in this particular interaction during ESL 
class, it did take on greater salience in the mainstream classroom as the talk 
of visiting houses continued during the year. 
One interesting practice in the mainstream classroom for assuring 
that house visiting continued to have status in a public arena evolved during 
the morning meeting routines. As part of this routine Mrs. Ryan or Ms. 
Diaz would collect notes from home. Sometimes the notes were read aloud 
to the class depending on the content. In some of these notes parents stated 
that their children would be visiting a friend and would be going home on 
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a different bus. Children who knew the note's contents started to request 
that the teachers read their notes to the class: 
Mrs. Ryan was taking attendance and John raised his hand, "Yes, what do 
you want to say, John? 
John asked,"Will you please read my note out loud?" 
Mrs. Ryan complied and read the note,"John will be going home with 
Jess today." (Field note, p. 744.) 
On another morning Ms. Diaz was silently reading a note and 
commented, "Mmm hmm, seems like somebody will be having fun today." 
Mark called out, "Read it out loud." 
Ms. Diaz read, "Dear Mrs. Ryan, Jim will be going home with Mark 
today. Same bus different stop." (Field note, p. 790.) 
This practice continued to be popular all year and in June during the 
last week of school the following interaction occurred during morning 
meeting: 
Mrs. Ryan read the following notes out loud, "Curt will visit his friend 
Alan. Kenny will be riding home on bus 38 with Laura. Megan has permission to 
go to Anna's house." 
This prompted Philip to comment," A lot of going to houses today." 
Mark followed up with, "Everyone in this class is going to people's 
houses." (Field note, p. 823.) 
The truth is that not everyone was visiting houses. By January 
Mrs. Ryan had begun to suspect this pattern and in an interview in 
February related that she had had a heart-to-heart talk with the class: 
Well, we recently had what I thought was a really open and honest discussion. We 
went around the circle when the kids (the six children in the TBE program) were 
either with you or with Mrs. Gonzalez. And I said to them, "I want you to tell me, I 
want every person to tell me if they have gone to somebody's house or invited 
somebody over." And every one of them said they had. And I said,"Okay, then 
that means that all 17 of us have either been to somebody's house or had somebody 
over, right? Isn't that great? Okay, uh, wait a minute. Let's talk about the six kids 
who aren't here." And at that point none of them had participated which was great 
because I could really drive the point home. What are we doing? ... And so this is 
no time to pussyfoot around. This is the time when I really have to be straight with 
them and say, "Hey look, all the white kids are inviting each other over and you’re 
not inviting kids of color." That's when we came up with the invitations in Spanish 
and English. They take those home whenever they are inviting each other over. 
(Interview #1, p. 12.) 
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The invitations were computer generated in English and Spanish and 
had a place to write names and telephone numbers similar to birthday party 
invitations. Mrs. Ryan offered them to the children in hopes they would 
facilitate participation by the bilingual children. During the first half of the 
year Susana, Claudia, and Francisco had visited each other after school. Of 
the three, only Susana and Francisco participated in visiting after school 
with mainstream children. The other three bilingual children had not been 
to anyone's house or invited anyone to their house. 
As Mrs. Ryan observed, this pattern could be attributed to 
differences in race and ethnicity. But there were additional issues at work 
that might have also contributed to this dynamic. One is that it was 
primarily intimate friends who visited other people's houses and most of 
the Spanish bilingual children did not form close, long-lasting friendships 
with mainstream children. In addition, because they were bused from other 
areas in the district to attend the TBE program or lived in low-income 
housing, the Spanish bilingual children in this classroom did not live in the 
same neighborhoods as the mainstream children or ride the same buses to 
school. Some of the Spanish bilingual families did not have cars, some did 
not speak English, and some were busy putting in long hours at work. One 
parent did not let her children play outside after school for safety reasons. 
For some of the Spanish bilingual families the formal system of inviting 
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children over to play was not part of their cultural practice. They were 
more accustomed to relying on family for socializing. 
Parents from all the families were a vital component of children 
going to play at other's houses and the visits could not occur without their 
facilitation. This was true especially if the children did not live near each 
other. It was unlikely that the parents of the Spanish bilingual children 
would interact with the parents of mainstream children outside of school at 
community gatherings or social events. When the bilingual families came to 
school it was usually for parent conferences or special events arranged for 
the bilingual parents by the TBE teacher. Given the lack of social 
interaction among the parents combined with the factors listed above, it 
required special effort to arrange visits between Spanish bilingual and 
mainstream children. Mrs. Ryan had very little control over any of these 
factors and yet she and the children dealt with the consequences in her 
classroom daily. 
Regardless of why some children participated in after school visits 
and some did not, or that some participated frequently and some less so, 
was the fact that some children, both bilingual and mainstream, had access 
to the identity of "intimate friend" and "friend who visits after school" and 
some did not. Those who could claim these identities and relationships 
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broadcast them publicly and those who could not remained silent or talked 
about desired friendships and potential after school visits. 
Chapter Summary 
The primary focus in the River Valley School District was academic 
achievement. Official attention to social issues was limited to the report 
card which assessed children's individual social skills and a kindergarten 
social studies unit on friendship. Discussions of friendship at formal 
meetings about children tended to take a developmental perspective 
focusing on the child's abilities or deficits and rarely included discussions 
of context or the constraints of the setting. Among classroom teachers, 
children’s friendships were sometimes factored into placement decisions 
and management schemes or mentioned at parent conferences. 
In comparison, the data presented in this chapter illustrate that both 
Mrs. Ryan and the children had an intense interest in the social 
relationships that occurred in the classroom. Mrs. Ryan's vision was more 
far-reaching and inclusive than the children's version. She was aiming at 
social change and the affirmation of everyone. Mrs. Ryan's ideology of 
friendship was consonant with her ideologies of multiculturalism, 
bilingualism, and gender which all focused on creating diverse personal 
relationships, fostering respect, and working toward harmony and social 
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equality. The children's ideology of friendship focused, in part, on 
achieving security and status within the classroom by forming and 
displaying relationships with particular children. Their ideologies of 
bilingualism and gender served to further restrict their friend relations by 
valuing monolingualism and same gender relationships. 
Both Mrs. Ryan and the children used whole class events and 
discussions to construct and display ideologies through verbal and non¬ 
verbal means. The children also used both supervised and unsupervised 
routines within the school to initiate, confirm, and display their friendship 
ideologies and relationships. 
Many children in this classroom formed close, stable, and long- 
lasting relationships with classmates, most for the duration of the school 
year. This contradicts some of the developmental literature which claims 
these types of relationships are more typical of older children (Hartup, 
1992; Roffey et al., 1994; Selman, 1981). The children's ideology of 
friendship, the stability of the population, previous relationships, and 
contact during and after school may have been some of the contextual 
features which served to support long-term friendships among this group 
of kindergarteners. Children who attempted to initiate interaction and new 
relationships with children in stable friendship pairs were often 
unsuccessful. 
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The Spanish bilingual children demonstrated greater openness to 
initiating contact with both Spanish speakers and mainstream children 
during interactions such as the lunch card routine than did mainstream 
children. The Spanish bilingual children did not have previously formed 
relationships with the mainstream children, had less access to all of the 
children in the class after school, and had less access to the mainstream 
children during school due to the pull-out TBE program design. They did 
have friendships among themselves which were reinforced during ESL and 
TBE classes, but they also desired friendships with the mainstream 
children. However, the Spanish speaking children were not often sought out 
by mainstream children. 
In other studies this is often attributed to lack of English language 
proficiency. Tabors (1987), for example, who investigated second language 
learners in a preschool setting assumed a bilingual child's lack of 
friendships with mainstream children was due to a low-level of English 
language proficiency without considering the contextual features of the 
environment. In contrast, Willett (1987b), in a year long ethnography of 
first grade students, described an environment where multilingualism was 
common, the population was in constant flux, mainstream students were 
more open to friendships, and non-English speakers were highly desired 
friends. In this context, second language learners were able to construct 
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high-status identities among their peers within the classroom regardless of 
their inability to communicate fluently in English. In another study 
Woolard (1997) observed that teenage girls in Spain drew on a bilingual 
identity to attract teenage boys. In these two contexts bilingual identities 
were advantageous and held status. Individual personality traits and 
language proficiency alone can not account for the complexity of 
interaction in local settings. How ideologies, identities, and social 
relationships are constructed within an environment position participants in 
different ways depending on what is valued and displayed. 
In the current study Francisco, the child with the least amount of 
English at the beginning of the year, was one of the most successful 
bilingual children in forming relationships with mainstream children. This 
may be due to factors described in Chapter 6 related to the girl's gender 
ideology, his parent's level of English proficiency and economic resources, 
access to transportation, and his status with adults in the classroom as a 
"fast" learner. Mrs. Gonzalez, the TBE teacher, also suggested that 
Francisco's skin tone, which was lighter than the other Spanish bilingual 
children, might have been a factor in that he was physically more like the 
mainstream population. 
The other Spanish bilingual children all entered with a level of 
English that allowed them to communicate effectively, so language alone 
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was not the issue. The lunch card and morning meeting transcripts which 
occurred in mid-October illustrated Hector's, Dalbert's, Susana’s, and 
Francisco's English language proficiency and their understanding of the 
children's friendship ideology. This is not to deny that language 
proficiency did not play a part in the children's social relationships. 
However, the local discourse of bilingualism which did not strongly value 
the ability to speak Spanish may have affected the students' status in the 
classroom as much, if not more than, their English language ability. 
It is possible that the Spanish bilingual children's reduced access to 
mainstream children both during and after school may have also affected 
their access to friends. At the same time, it would simplistic to believe that 
the pull-out program model or living in different neighborhoods alone 
were responsible for the outcome, as class and race were also associated 
with bilingualism and where children lived. The solution is not simply to 
abolish pull-out programs claiming they are the root of integration 
problems, but to work within specific contexts to understand the supportive 
and constraining aspects that are operating. 
Thus, who was able to claim the identity of "friend" or "friend who 
visited after school" was not totally reliant on individual children's English 
language proficiency, social skills, or personality. The teacher's and 
children's ideologies, the stability of the population, previously formed 
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relationships, the solidity of friendship pairs early in the year, where the 
children lived, the receptivity and availability of mainstream children to 
new relationships, access to interaction both within and outside of school, 
parents' participation, children's socioeconomic status, the local 
construction of bilingualism, the local construction of gender, and the pull¬ 
out program design all contributed to who had access to friend 
relationships and friend identities. Those who could, displayed these 
identities during public events. Those who could not, might claim to have 
many friends but were unable to display the behaviors that were indicative 
of specific friend relationships in this setting. 
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CHAPTER 8 
BILINGUALISM, GENDER, AND FRIENDSHIP: 
A MICRO ANALYSIS OF CLASSROOM INTERACTION 
Introduction 
The previous three chapters concentrated on describing the local 
constructions of bilingualism, gender, and friendship at River Valley 
School. Emphasis was placed on the complexity and uniqueness of the 
social setting including historical circumstances, policies, practices, local 
discourses, contextual constraints, teacher and student ideologies, identities, 
and social relationships. This chapter will focus on the microanalysis and 
intersection of these three constructions within two different events. These 
two events were selected to represent typical classroom scenarios. The first 
is a teacher-led discussion about soccer, a student-initiated topic. The 
second occurs at the block center during a free play period. Both events 
demonstrate how bilingualism, gender, and friendship shape the 
interaction, the identities, and social relationships that are constructed and 
displayed. 
The whole class event was selected because it was an unremarkable 
interaction on the surface and a common occurrence. A child initiated a 
topic and the teacher, who was interested in honoring children's lives and 
contributions, engaged the class in conversation about the topic. However, 
further analysis revealed that not everyone had access to this topic or this 
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conversation and that bilingualism, gender, and friendship were salient 
features of the interaction. 
The second, small group event was selected because it demonstrates 
how it is often the subtle interactions based on power relations that occur 
on a day-to-day basis which, over time, compromise some children's access 
to identities, social relationships, interaction, power, and ultimately their 
investment in school. It also demonstrates that language proficiency alone 
does not guarantee access to these factors for second language learners. 
Transcript Analysis: Soccer Discussion 
The first event occurred during morning meeting. On this day in 
mid-April, Ms. Diaz, the teacher's aide, began the meeting and completed 
most of the routines with the class before Mrs. Ryan joined them. Mrs. 
Ryan distributed some items from the Lost and Found box then responded 
to two children who had their hands raised. The first child, Maria, 
discussed a problem with Mrs. Ryan. As a result she and a partner, John, 
were sent on an errand. The second child, Mike, had his hand up for about 
a minute while Mrs. Ryan had been giving directions to the two 
messengers. When they left the room his persistence paid off and she 
recognized him: 
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1 Mrs. Ryan: Mike, what would you like to say? 
2 Mike: Well, um, tomorrow is my lucky day 'cause tomorrow is my first day of 
soccer practice. 
Mrs. Ryan had the option of supporting continued discussion of this 
student-initiated topic or redirecting the conversation. In this case she chose 
to support Mike's topic. She often used student-initiated topics or concerns 
as points of discussion about events that occurred both in and outside of 
school. It may have helped that Mike had chosen a transitional moment in 
the meeting to raise his hand, was persistent, and was not interrupting a 
flow of conversation that was already in progress. 
This particular topic was one of great interest among a group of 
seven or eight boys who participated in the fall and spring community 
soccer program. Several of these boys were close friends who played 
together and visited after school. Although it was not an obsessive topic of 
conversation, evidence of the prestige of being on a soccer team was the 
public referrals the boys made to soccer. They discussed which teams they 
were on as they sat in small groups before morning meeting. They brought 
their medals to show the class and shared pictures of themselves at soccer. 
During one group discussion a boy announced that he was not wearing his 
shoes because he needed them for soccer. This elicited an immediate 
comment about soccer shoes from another boy, indicating a desire to be 
publicly associated with soccer. 
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Most of these boys also played soccer at recess. During recess one 
afternoon, Jim went out of his way to come and tell me that he had scored a 
goal and that it was so high "It went over just about everybody." Who was 
on which team at recess and who could claim to have a team were part of 
the established hierarchy of these boys. It is likely that Mike initiated this 
discussion about soccer because he perceived it as a high status topic, at 
least among the boys, who were his probable target audience. Mike was 
actually on the periphery of this group and may have been working toward 
aligning himself with them in a public arena. 
The topic of soccer had both gender and friendship implications. It 
also had implications for the Spanish bilingual children. All of the students 
who participated in the soccer program from this class were non-Spanish 
speakers from middle class families. None of the Spanish bilingual children 
participated in the community soccer program. This may have been due to 
the fact that they lived outside the River Valley School zone and were 
bused to school. It may have been because they did not have information, 
transportation, financial resources, or parental support to participate. 
In the transcript Mrs. Ryan responded to Mike's announcement about 
soccer practice and encouraged him to continue by asking him a question. 
She may have been working to support him in his efforts to participate in 
307 
the soccer discourse because she knew this was an important topic to the 
boys and that he was not really considered "one of the guys": 
3 Mrs. Ryan: Tomorrow is, wooow. After school? 
4 Mike: Mmmm ... 
(Judd has his hand up. He is looking at Mrs. Ryan, puts his hand down, up, down 
then calls out when she doesn't look at him or call on him.) 
5 Judd: And today's my. first day. 
6 Mike: (continuing)... Yup, I'm only gonna go for a little while ... 
7 Mrs. Ryan: Excellent. 
8 Mark: (calling out, overlapping) I can't be at my first soccer practice because 
I. . . (unintelligible). 
9 Mike: (overlaps and repeats) I'm, I'm only gonna go for a little while in after 
school care. 
10 Mrs. Ryan: And then a little, oh, in after school care, and then you're gonna go 
to the soccer practice? Is your soccer practice here? Are you on the team that 
practices here at River Valley? 
11 Jim: (answering for Mike) Yup. 
12 Mrs. Ryan: How many people, what team are you on? 
13 Mike: White team. 
Mrs. Ryan and Mike attempted to continue their one-on-one 
conversation, but at the mention of soccer Judd's hand shot up. When he 
was not officially recognized by Mrs. Ryan, he called out indicating that 
he, too, was associated with soccer. Mrs. Ryan did not respond and 
continued to look at Mike who persisted through the interruption, but was 
then interrupted by Mark who also saw the opportunity to announce that he 
would miss his first soccer practice. Mrs. Ryan directed another question to 
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Mike, but it was answered by Jim who had now indicated that he was part 
of the soccer fraternity. 
At this point Mrs. Ryan officially opened up the conversation to the 
rest of the class in turn 14, increasing access to other participants even 
though the boys who had been calling out had already done so unofficially. 
As soon as she did this, hands flew up and boys who were on teams began 
to call out and converse amongst themselves while she attempted to keep a 
thread going with Mike: 
14 Mrs. Ryan: Anybody else here playing soccer this season? 
15 Judd: (calling out) I'm on the white team! 
16 Mrs. Ryan: You're, Mike . . . 
17 Jim: (in response to Judd) You're on the gray team. 
18 Judd: (answering Jim) No, I'm, I'm on the white team. 
19 Mrs. Ryan: Mike, did you hear that? 
20 Jim: (about Judd) He's on the Gray Dolphins. 
21 Judd: No, that was last year. 
22 Boy: He's on the xxxx (unclear on tape). 
(Boys are talking amongst themselves while Mrs. Ryan talks to Judd.) 
23 Mrs. Ryan: (to Judd) But, you're on the white team this year? I think Judd 
would know. Judd, you're on the white team this year? Mike, did you hear 
that? 
24 Mike: What's the white team called? (He doesn't know the official name.) 
25 Mrs. Ryan: Judd, what's the white team called? Judd, do you know what the 
white team is called? Anybody know? 
(Judd shakes his head no.) 
26 Boy: I know what the gray team is called. 
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27 Mrs. Ryan: The White Rangers? (A reference to the popular children's cartoon 
the Power Rangers.) 
(The teacher and children laugh.) 
28 Boy: We're on the same team. 
29 Mrs. Ryan: What's your team? 
30 Two boys: Blue Bombers. 
31 Mrs. Ryan: Blue Bombers. What other teams do we have here? 
32 Boys (calling out): Red Rockets! Red Rockets! 
Mrs. Ryan appeared to be trying to connect Mike to the other boys in 
turns 16, 19, and 23 by pointing out that he was on the same team as some 
of them and they had something in common. This was typical of her 
ideological orientation described previously which emphasized making 
connections among different people. As she kept bringing the conversation 
back to Mike, she was interrupted by other boys who began to converse 
with each other and demonstrate their knowledge of the soccer teams. 
The conversation began with one child sharing about an after school 
activity. But because this activity was seen as one of prestige among a large 
group of boys in the class, it was immediately taken up by them. Mrs. Ryan 
then formalized their participation by asking who else was on teams. The 
conversation evolved into an opportunity for the boys to publicly display 
and affirm their identities as soccer players, establish soccer as a 
prestigious activity, and claim their membership in an exclusive group. 
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The discussion to this point included only the boys who played 
soccer. Since the teams were co-ed, Mrs. Ryan attempted to shift the 
conversation in turn 33 from boys only, to one that included the girls. This 
required a direct invitation. Even though there were three girls who had 
played soccer, they had not called out. Sarah had raised then lowered her 
hand when Mrs. Ryan had asked in turn 14 who else was playing soccer. 
When Mrs. Ryan invited the girls to participate, Sarah enthusiastically shot 
her hand back into the air: 
33 Mrs. Ryan: We have any girls playing here, I hope? 
34 Mrs. Ryan: (calling on Sarah whose hand was raised) Sarah. 
35 Sarah: I used to play at fall. 
36 Mrs. Ryan: You used to play? 
37 Sarah: With Laura. 
38 Mrs. Ryan: With Laura? 
39 Laura: I used to play. 
40 Sarah: We both played. 
41 Laura: Jacqueline used to play but she quit. 
42 Sarah: The first time. 
43 Laura: She quit. 
44 Mrs. Ryan: (Laughing a little, me in the background laughing.)Well, she had 
other things to do. 
By inviting the girls, Mrs. Ryan made a space for Sarah to contribute 
which then encouraged Laura to speak up. But what happened next is 
probably not what Mrs. Ryan intended. Instead of broadening gender 
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norms by affirming that girls play soccer, the girls only contributed in 
turns 35, 39, and 41 to the notion that soccer is not attractive to girls. They 
no longer played, and Jenny had quit after the first practice. Both 
Mrs. Ryan and I laughed because we realized that the girls comments were 
backfiring and only reaffirming the children’s gender stereotypes. 
Moreover, the girl who quit was highly feminine in her hairstyle, clothing, 
and manner. It was not surprising to us that she had quit. However, 
Mrs. Ryan did not want to convey this to the group and quickly reframed 
the situation so that it didn’t appear to be gender-based by providing an 
alternative explanation in turn 44, "Well, she had other things to do." 
Jenny, the girl who had quit soccer, was present in the circle during this 
discussion but did not contribute to the conversation. The fact that Jenny 
was mentioned and aligned with Laura and Sarah served to further affirm 
the close and publicly acknowledged friendship among the trio. They chose 
to emphasize their relationship with each other rather than align themselves 
with any of the boys who played soccer. These three often played together, 
sat together, and sought each other out during school time. They also saw 
each other after school and announced this to the class. In this case their 
high status in the classroom, coupled with the fact that they had all played 
soccer and subsequently quit, sent a strong message about girls and soccer 
to the rest of the class. 
312 
In spite of Mrs. Ryan's attempts to reconstruct soccer as a co-ed 
activity, she was met with the reality that none of the girls in the class were 
currently playing soccer. This constrained both the possible gender 
constructions in this event and access to interaction in the discussion for 
other girls. Unlike earlier interchanges, none of the boys interrupted to 
build on Sarah's interaction. They were also in no hurry to mention that 
they had been on the same team with the girls or had played against the 
girls in the same way that they mentioned and affiliated themselves with 
each other. 
Mrs. Ryan then recognized one of the soccer affiliated boys who had 
his hand raised. This initiated a second round of the boys discussing the 
names of their teams and the color of their shirts. This continued from 
turns 44-71 which are not included here because they parallel the earlier 
discussion among the boys. In turn 71 Jim announced that his mother was 
the coach: 
71 Jim: My mom's the coach. 
(All silent.) 
72 Mrs. Ryan: Your mom is the coach? Was your mom the coach last year? 
73 Jim: Yeah. 
74 Mrs. Ryan: And you were undefeated? 
75 Boy: We'll probably be undefeated this year. 
76 Mrs. Ryan: Well, you really have to work to be undefeated, don't you? You 
really have to work. 
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When Jim announced that his mom was the coach, all previous talk 
stopped. This may have been due to his high status in the classroom. It may 
also have been a result of the mention of a female soccer coach, a point 
Mrs. Ryan wanted to underscore and elaborate on in turns 72 and 74. First, 
she emphasized that his mom was the coach. She then went on to construct 
his mother as an effective and capable coach due to the fact that under her 
direction, in combination with the children's hard work, the team was 
undefeated. In turn 76 her comment about having to work in order to be 
undefeated indicates that victory is earned through effort not inherent 
superiority. Mrs. Ryan did not support the notion of inherent superiority, a 
belief which guided her interactions. Mrs. Ryan also demonstrated that she 
had previous access to background knowledge about Jim and his team being 
undefeated the year before. 
Jim's comment about his mom being the coach and Mrs. Ryan's 
reference to "hard work" shifted the topic enough so that Susana, one of 
the Spanish bilingual girls, seized the opportunity to enter the conversation. 
Not having been on one of the community soccer teams, she had not had an 
opening until now. Maintaining the topic of soccer, Susana linked her 
comment both to "parents" and "work": 
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77 Susana: My dad used to work in soccer ball in the summer. 
78 Mrs. Ryan: Does he like to play soccer, too? 
79 Susana: Yeah. 
80 Mrs. Ryan: Do vou like to play soccer Susana? 
81 Susana: Ohhhhhhh .... (Her intonation is noncommittal.) 
82 Mrs. Ryan: Have you ever played it? 
(Susana nods yes.) 
83 Mrs. Ryan: And you like it? Soccer is a great game to play. 
Susana was the first Spanish bilingual child to participate in the 
conversation. By strategically linking her comment to three previous 
themes—soccer, parents, and work—she was able to gain access to the 
interaction. This strategy is viewed in some developmental literature as 
immature, relying on association. Here it can be interpreted as a strategy 
intended to help her gain access to ongoing interaction, an indication that 
she had been closely attending to what was going on and understood the 
rules for staying on topic in school conversations. Because she had not been 
on a soccer team and because she was not nominated to speak by anyone 
else, she was left to her own initiative. And, although she was a girl and 
was talking about soccer, she linked her father, a male, to the topic, not 
herself. Soccer in Latin American countries was dominated by males, so it 
was not surprising that Susana did not connect herself to soccer. Mrs. Ryan 
responded to her overture and again tried to construct soccer as a sport that 
girls liked to play, but found herself constrained by Susana's lukewarm 
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response in turn 81. That left Mrs. Ryan, not Susana, stating that Susana 
liked to play soccer. In this case Mrs. Ryan was not able to draw on 
background information, as she had with Jim, to elaborate the interaction. 
Susana's oblique reference to El Salvador where her "daddy" used to 
play soccer before she moved here may have alerted Mrs. Ryan to the fact 
that the Spanish bilingual children had not been participating. Dalbert and 
Felix were absent, but she called on Hector and Francisco and incorporated 
a multicultural thread into the discussion: 
84 Mrs. Ryan: What about you Francisco? 
85 Susana: I played a ... 
86 Francisco: XXXXX (Unintelligible on tape). 
87 Mrs. Ryan: You've never played, Francisco, soccer? 
88 Francisco: Yes, at the school one day. 
89 Mrs. Ryan: One day at school? Yes, that's good. 
Susana who wasn't ready to relinquish her turn persisted: 
90 Susana: (calling out) I always saw my daddy to play w ... I always saw my 
daddy to play ... 
91 Mrs. Ryan (to Susana): In El Salvador did you play soccer? 
92 Susana: Uh huh. 
By stressing in turn 90 that not only did her "daddy used" to play 
soccer, but that it occurred frequently and she "always saw" her daddy 
play, she may have been trying to increase her daddy's status as a soccer 
player and legitimize her continued participation in the interaction. This 
316 
did not result in further elaboration. Instead, Mrs. Ryan asked Francisco 
about his affiliations with soccer: 
93 Mrs. Ryan: (to Francisco) And in Mexico do they play soccer? 
94 Francisco: I don't know. 
95 Mrs. Ryan: You don't know? And how about in ... 
96 Ms. Diaz: (interrupts to clarify question to Francisco) i Futbol, juegan al 
futbol? They call soccer the football. 
97 Mrs. Ryan: Yeah, yeah. (Pause.) And how about in Puerto Rico, Hector? Do 
they play football there and soccer? Yeah, Hector plays really good soccer. 
Mrs. Ryan was probably aware that soccer is a popular Latin 
American sport and was attempting to draw the Latino students into the 
conversation through this avenue. Mrs. Ryan was also trying to give Hector 
status in the eyes of the other boys by constructing him as an accomplished 
soccer player. 
Ms. Diaz's interruption in turn 96 served to hold Francisco's place in 
the conversation. As Mrs. Ryan was moving onto the next child, Ms. Diaz 
interrupted her to help elaborate the interaction with Francisco by making 
sure that he understood the question. She was, however, restricted in her 
role as an aide to be able to continue this elaboration in ways that might 
have supported the Spanish bilingual children's participation. She could 
have, for example, introduced additional information about soccer in Latin 
American countries, although it is possible that she was limited in this area 
by her own gender constrained knowledge and experiences. 
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At this point the children's attention was drawn to a child who 
arrived late to school. The discussion shifted to him and the upcoming 
Open House. However, this was not the end of the soccer conversation. 
John, one of the messengers who had gone on an errand earlier, returned. 
The soccer boys reintroduced the soccer discussion. As John entered the 
room, a boy called out: 
98 Boy: Ask John what soccer team he's on. 
99 Mrs. Ryan: John, are you playing soccer this year? 
100 Boy: He's on the Red, he's on the Red Rockets with me. 
(Talking and overlap.) (Videotape #17, Event #1.) 
The boy who initiated the interaction in turn 98 was interested in 
identifying John as "one of the gang." Comments such as these drew 
attention to certain friendships and alliances and were rarely extended to 
children outside the referenced network. These relationships were not 
always reciprocal, but naming and nominating certain children over others 
in a public arena demonstrated the significance of these relationships to the 
children. The implications of such actions become clear during analysis 
when it can be seen in this transcript that girls tended to talk about and 
nominate girls, boys interacted with boys. Friends nominated friends and 
the bilingual children were dependent on either a teacher nomination or 
their own initiative to gain access to the interaction. 
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This transcript demonstrated how access to interaction and the 
meanings that are constructed during interaction were not equal for all 
children even though they were all sitting in the same place at the same 
time (Bloome and Willett, 1991). The meanings and identities associated 
with bilingualism, gender, and friendship in this setting were constructed in 
both subtle and not so subtle ways over time and across events. Who spoke, 
what they said and did, when, and to whom were significant. What was not 
said or done and who did not speak or was not named were equally 
significant. 
Summary 
Of particular interest to this study are the teacher's and children's 
constructions of friendship, gender, and bilingualism as they occurred 
during this spontaneous classroom conversation. These constructions and 
their implications will be briefly reviewed. 
Friendship. During this discussion, Mrs. Ryan was working toward 
building and expanding the children's social relationships as she often did 
by pointing out their similarities. She was trying to connect Mike with the 
boys on the soccer teams by identifying other boys who were on his team. 
She tried to make a connection between the girls and the boys who played 
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soccer. She also worked to construct Hector as being connected to the 
soccer players because he was a "really good" soccer player. She was 
constrained in her ability to construct additional relationships by the topic, 
which was not accessible to all the children, and by the children themselves. 
The children were trying to associate themselves with specific 
friends or groups of children. Mike introduced a topic through which he 
attempted to position himself as "one of the guys," or more precisely "one 
of the soccer guys." He had reason to believe there was status in being on a 
soccer team because of previous soccer discussions in the classroom. These 
discussions occurred amongst a select group of boys in the class who had 
access to the community soccer program. This group tended to seek each 
other out at school and formed publicly recognized friendships. Sarah, 
Laura, and Jenny affirmed their close relationships by talking about each 
other and their common experience in the soccer program. When John 
returned to the classroom, one of his friends identified him as a participant 
in community soccer and the group of classmates who played. Unlike 
Mrs. Ryan, the children did not try to draw non-soccer players into the 
conversation. They only nominated soccer players which made it difficult 
for other children to gain access to the discussion. This in turn made it 
possible for only some children to claim the identity of friend or soccer 
player, two high status identities in this circumstance. 
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Gender. The gendered nature of the topic of soccer in this setting 
constrained participation. A boy had initiated the topic and boys primarily 
took it up and elaborated on it. When this began to happen, Mrs. Ryan 
worked toward including girls in the conversation and worked toward a 
construction of soccer which was co-ed. In order to do this, she had to 
explicitly invite the girls into the conversation since even the girls who had 
played were not contributing. There were only three girls in the room who 
could respond to this invitation because they were the only three who had 
actually been on one of the community soccer teams. By emphasizing that 
one of them had "quit the first day" and the other two were no longer 
playing, the girls supported the gendered stereotype of soccer Mrs. Ryan 
was attempting to dismantle. 
At one point in the year, Mrs. Ryan had taught everyone in the 
primary grades how to play soccer. She did not present her motives as 
gender based, but she did manage to involve girls in the activity while she 
was present. Without her authority and encouragement, however, the same 
group of boys were soon playing alone as they had always done. 
Addressing gender issues required a level of teacher intervention and 
constant attention that was not always possible in all situations. 
The greater participation of boys in large group classroom talk and 
their willingness to raise their hands and call-out shaped the interaction, 
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and is typical in many U.S. classrooms (AAUW Report, 1992; French & 
French, 1993; Orenstein, 1994; Sadker & Sadker, 1994; Swann, 1988). 
One consequence is that boys receive more "air-time” than girls. Providing 
more opportunities for boys to practice and to participate in public 
speaking can lead, as it did in this instance, to the initiation of topics that 
are more appealing to boys and that are particularly supportive of boys. 
This classroom had 14 boys and 9 girls which may have further 
exacerbated the situation. 
Bilingualism. The first two-thirds of the soccer discussion involved 
children who were on the community soccer teams. This restricted some of 
the mainstream children and all of the Spanish bilingual children from 
easily accessing the interaction, since they were not enrolled in the 
program. And as previously mentioned, the Spanish bilingual children had 
limited contact with the mainstream children outside of school. So when 
mainstream children initiated classroom discussions of such events, which 
held interest and potential status for them, the Spanish bilingual children 
were at a disadvantage. 
Not only were the children's opportunities to speak constrained by 
the topic, but their ability to construct positive identities was also limited. 
The Spanish bilingual children could not refer to shared after school events 
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to build relationships. They could not use the discussions of these events to 
affirm and display relationships or gain status in the eyes of the other 
children. 
Susana attempted to overcome these constraints by entering the 
conversation through a slightly different but related topic. Her efforts may 
have alerted Mrs. Ryan to the fact that the Spanish bilingual children had 
limited access to the interaction. Mrs. Ryan then facilitated Francisco's and 
Hector's participation. However, neither Susana, Francisco, Hector, nor 
Mrs. Ryan were able to construct the Spanish bilingual children as friends 
or players of community soccer. Bilingualism in this case became 
associated with being separate and different from the mainstream children. 
This was not by virtue of their language ability, but by virtue of their 
participation in school soccer related events both during and after school. 
Conclusion. Through language in a public arena, children and adults 
were working to construct identities and affirm social relationships. The 
teacher and students could be seen pursuing their own agendas which 
reflected and affirmed their ideologies. It would seem that Mrs. Ryan, due 
to her status as the teacher, would have had significant control and 
influence on what transpired in class discussions. But she could not control 
what happened outside of school. She could not control the children's 
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interests and she could not control everything they said and did. What 
children said and did was, in part, based on what they considered to be 
prestigious and important. How this occurred gave some children greater 
access to favorable identities than others. The following transcript analysis 
demonstrates the significance of these identities in an unsupervised free 
play event during which Felix and Dalbert, two of the Spanish bilingual 
children, were being prevented from access to certain aspects of the 
interaction. 
Transcript Analysis: Can I Plav? 
In an ethnographic study of preschoolers, Corsaro (1985) was 
interested in the peer group as a social context for children’s emerging 
conception of friendship. He proposed that the children's concepts of 
friendship were directly linked to the contextual features of the situation. 
One feature he highlighted was the organization of the preschool setting 
which included short activity periods and the option for children to move 
from area to area. This increased the likelihood that children would be 
interrupted during play. When he witnessed children preventing others 
from joining their play, he interpreted this behavior as an act of protecting 
their interactive space from intrusion. The children who were resisting the 
intrusion would construct themselves as "friends" in order to prevent the 
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"non-friend" or outsider from joining and potentially dismantling what 
Corsaro referred to as the "fragile" nature of their play. 
Corsaro noted that children needed to be persistent in their bids for 
entry. Initial bids were often rebuffed, but subsequent bids could prove 
successful especially if the "intruders" could construct themselves as 
"friends" in the given situation. Corsaro stated that children tried to 
establish as many contacts as possible to maximize entry into ongoing play 
situations. He did not investigate the potential status that these friendships 
may have afforded the children in this preschool environment, nor whether 
this status may have accounted for their desire to increase their 
relationships. 
Corsaro reported that exclusion from play was not based on any 
enduring personal qualities, and that no child experienced more rejection 
than others. The only pattern that he did note was that all-male groups 
were more resistant to girls entering their play than boys. This pattern is 
an indication that issues other than simply not wanting to be interrupted 
were also shaping the children's play. Issues of status and power related to 
gender constructions, such as those described in Chapter 6, may account 
for the boys' resistance. Moreover, in some of the access-resistance 
sequences that Corsaro provides as examples, the entry of a new child into 
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the play activity required a renegotiation of power within the group, a 
process the children did not always welcome. 
In a second study, Hatch (1988) observed similar rejection 
interactions in a kindergarten and described what he termed "the group 
construction of an outsider.” One child in the class, Lester, was regularly 
rejected by the other children. In one example, Hatch described an 
interaction that was very similar to the one which will be presented in this 
section. Hatch observed a small group of boys preventing Lester from 
building a house with them in the block center by requiring that 
participants be wearing specific types of clothing with certain colors that 
Lester did not have. 
Hatch cited this interaction as evidence of the children working 
together to construct Lester as an outsider. He proposed that they did so 
because Lester routinely broke group rules and violated established norms 
of social behavior. Lester was both physically and verbally aggressive and 
engaged in non-playful teasing, He also had poorly developed social 
strategies for entering and participating in group play, such as giving up 
easily when first rejected and being unresponsive to other children's bids 
for interaction. 
Hatch based his study on an interactionist perspective from which the 
construction of Lester as an outsider was jointly accomplished by both 
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Lester and the children in the class. However, in an interpretation based on 
a psychological orientation, Hatch concludes that this construction was a 
result of Lester's poorly developed social skills and believed that the 
consequences of such a construction had significant implications for 
Lester's personal development and future success. In support of this 
interpretation, Hatch contrasts Lester with other studies which have found 
that popular children have well-developed social skills which are 
reinforced as they interact in social groups. 
While considering the social processes of joint construction, Hatch's 
interpretation is based on Lester's lack of appropriate social skills as 
defined by this particular group of children. Lester was rejected basically 
because he was mean and violated accepted play practices. This explanation 
for how Lester became constructed as an outsider does not consider 
contextual features that can position children regardless of their personal 
characteristics. This is not to say that individual traits such as personality 
and social skills have no part in how individual identities are constructed, 
but that individual traits alone and how they are perceived by others do not 
tell the entire story. The interactions in the following transcript, for 
example, can not be explained as a consequence of poor social skills or of 
individual traits which violate accepted play practices. Nor can they be 
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understood, as suggested by Corsaro, solely as a means of protecting 
interactive space indiscriminately from all potential intruders. 
The transcript is from a free play choice time activity which was 
videotaped in mid-April. It includes five kindergarten boys: Dalbert, Felix, 
Philip, Jim, and Jess. All of the boys had selected to go to blocks and were 
expected to remain there for the duration of choice time, usually 30-45 
minutes. The video camera was set-up nearby, but otherwise the boys were 
not being directly supervised by an adult. 
During the daily choice time period, there were several activities that 
the children could choose, but the number of children who could go to each 
area was limited. Choice time selection involved the teacher or aide 
drawing children's names one at a time from a stack of cards. The children 
then called-out their choice and their card was hung in the corresponding 
area on a large board. Thus, the children could see and hear who was going 
where. Friends often chose to go the same areas indicating that who one 
was with was as important as where one went. 
There were two segments to this interaction. One occurred before 
lunch, the other directly afterwards. Initially, Jim, Dalbert, Philip, and 
Felix (in that order) selected blocks as a choice and went to the block area. 
After lunch, Jess, who had been at another center by himself was allowed 
to replace Felix in the block area when Felix left to go home. 
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As this line-up demonstrates, the block area was typically dominated 
by boys although girls did occasionally play there. Mrs. Ryan worked to 
make the area more attractive and accessible to all the children by talking 
about how everyone is able to build things and by designing class projects 
around social studies themes such as building a city which involved the 
whole class. Even so, boys tended to dominate the center. The choice time 
selection process may have also supported this domination as once boys had 
begun to select it and their cards were placed on the choice board, the girls 
may have been less likely to go there. Girls also may have been less willing 
to risk being the only girl in blocks by being the first to select it, unsure if 
any girls would follow. 
Gender was therefore salient during the selection process and 
influenced children's choices and access to the experience of working with 
building blocks and defining blocks as a boys' activity. And, as outlined in 
the limitations section of this study in Chapter 3, gender impacted data 
collection since the children were videotaped during choice time based on 
where they chose to go. During videotaping I tried to tape each child 
equally, filming in areas which had one or more Spanish bilingual children. 
Since there were more Spanish bilingual boys in the classroom than girls 
and since they selected the block area more frequently, there is more data 
of boys playing with blocks than girls. There is also more data on boys in 
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general since there were more boys, and they engaged in such a high 
degree of gender segregated play in free choice situations. Lastly, the 
salience of gender is apparent in the type of interactions that occurred in 
the block area, which will be illustrated in the analysis section. 
Of the five boys Jim, Philip, and Jess were monolingual English 
mainstream students. Dalbert and Felix were Spanish bilingual students. 
Dalbert had a high degree of English proficiency and was very social. Felix 
had been identified earlier in the year as having learning needs related to 
language in both Spanish and English. He did not socialize with the other 
children as readily as Dalbert but did make overtures toward them. 
Because Felix had difficulty attending during instruction and was 
struggling with a full-day schedule, he was enrolled in the half-day 
program and had to leave the block area after 13 minutes to go home. 
When they entered the block area, Jim and Philip began to play at 
one end of a structure that had been previously constructed. Felix located 
himself in the middle of the structure, watching the two boys. Dalbert 
began to build at the other end of the structure. Jim and Philip talked about 
how to add to the car track that was already there. From the other end of 
the track Dalbert announced: 
1 Dalbert: I'm building my house. 
2 Philip: This is my house down here. 
3 Dalbert: My house is gonna be the coolest. 
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Dalbert displayed several discourses in turns 1 and 3. He indicated an 
interest in interacting with the other boys by doing what they are doing and 
by linking his activity to theirs. He also drew on the boys' competitive 
gender discourse by claiming his house was going to be the "coolest." 
Within the boys' network such statements were not necessarily intended to 
create distance between oneself and others, but to indicate status and 
participation in the boys' discourse. No one responded to Dalbert's claim of 
the coolest house. Jim and Philip continued to build, while Felix watched 
them and played with his car: 
4 Jim: Phil! Phil! Usually it comes, usually it comes, usually it comes off 
right here, Phil, we need to build here. 
(He directs Phil's attention to a weak spot on the track and they make 
adjustments.) 
5 Philip: This is my house down here. This is my house. Who wants to come 
to my house? Who wants to come to my house? See my house? 
6 Jim: I'm going. 
7 Philip: See, I'm going to my house. 
(Jim and Philip drive their cars along a track into Phil's house. Felix places 
his car on the block track and follows them but knocks a block off the structure 
with his car.) 
8 Philip: Hey, no! Get out of my house. Feeeeeliiiiiix! Feeeeeliiiiiix! You're 
wrecking it all! 
(Felix backs away and plays with an airplane by himself.) 
9 Jim (to Philip): You have to stop because there's lots of stop signs. 
10 Philip: That's my house so I don't have to stop. 
In turn 4 Jim suggested a repair to the car track and Philip was 
receptive to this suggestion. The two boys were establishing the nature of 
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their relationship by acknowledging and following-up on each other's 
suggestions, offers, and requests. Jim offered a building suggestion and 
Philip acted on it. Philip invited Jim to his block house, and Jim accepted. 
This interaction was also a process of negotiating power, status, and 
specific identities in this event. In turns 9 and 10 Jim accepted Philip's 
declaration that he did not have to follow the rules, but challenged similar 
assertions on two occasions later in the play period. In response Philip 
backed down. These power negotiations served to sustain their interaction, 
during which they were able to construct each other as friends, or 
playmates, a desirable identity which held status in the classroom. The give 
and take in these negotiations indicated a level of equality in their 
relationship that was not true of their interaction with Felix and Dalbert. 
For example, in turn 8 Felix was not positioned in the same way as 
Jim and Philip. When he attempted to enter the house by the same means 
and in the same fashion that they had, he was rebuffed and accused of 
"Wrecking it all." The tone and the elongation of Felix's name used by 
Philip in turn , was typical of other children's interactions with Felix and 
will be discussed again later. There was no negotiation over Felix's 
attempted entry and Felix retreated. While some SLA and developmental 
literature might cite Felix's lack of language and social maturity as a source 
of his lack of friendships and lack of ability to negotiate in such 
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interactions, this event suggests an alternative interpretation based on 
power, status, and identity. 
Jim and Philip were not best friends but were in a small group of 
boys (the soccer boys) who played together and had status in the classroom. 
In this circumstance they were able to draw on these previously established 
relationships and identities. They were able to construct and affirm a 
positive social relationship, which involved a willingness to negotiate 
power and gave them access to interaction with each other. 
Felix did not play soccer, was not part of this social network, did not 
visit the children after school, had not gone to preschool with them, and 
had no previous relationship to draw on in his efforts to gain access to the 
boys' play. His identity prior to this interaction was not one of "friend" nor 
did he have status in the classroom of any other type. Being bilingual, as 
demonstrated in Chapter 5, was not advantageous in this setting. In 
addition, Felix would sometimes wander or lag behind the class and 
teachers would call out his name. This was perceived by the children who 
began to chant, "Feeeliiiiiix! Feeeliiiiiix!" The TBE teacher asked Mrs. 
Ryan to put a stop to this practice as she did not like they way it was 
constructing Felix as a lost sheep. The children often treated him as if he 
were disturbing their play, rather than being open to negotiating with him, 
even when he mimicked their actions and was not disruptive. 
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It could still be argued that the issue was developmental, and with 
stronger language and social skills he would have been in a better position 
to engage in negotiation. This might be partially true, but Dalbert's 
experience during this event suggests that language and social skills alone 
were not adequate. Dalbert, like Felix, was working toward gaining access 
to the boys' play and was attempting to construct himself on equal ground, 
but like Felix, he struggled with the power dynamics not just the language: 
11 Dalbert: Look at my house guys! 
12 Felix: Look it! Look it me do! Pil [sic], Pil, Pil! 
(Felix, like Dalbert, indicates something he had built. Philip looks but does not 
interact with either one of them.) 
Dalbert and Felix continued to initiate contact with Phil and Jim. 
First, in turn 11 Dalbert tried to draw attention to his house as Philip had 
been doing. He was echoed by Felix in turn 12 who utilized the same 
strategy. Neither initiation was taken up by Jim or Philip. At this point it 
was time for Felix to go home. 
It is significant that neither Dalbert nor Felix attempted to initiate 
play with each other. Both were intent on engaging Jim and Philip. This 
may be due to issues of status and identity in that they perceived that they 
had more to gain by playing with Jim and Philip than they would have 
achieved with each other. Although playing with each other would have 
given them a playmate and access to language and interaction, it would not 
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have increased their status and constructed them as a friend among the 
mainstream boys. 
It is also important to note that Dalbert and Felix made overtures to 
Jim and Philip which were not returned in kind and did not engage the 
other boys. As illustrated in Chapter 7 the Spanish bilingual children were 
more open to friendships with mainstream children than vice versa and 
often initiated more contacts, doing much of the social work involved 
in establishing relationships. This was seen in Dalbert's continued attempts 
to engage Jim after Felix had gone home: 
15 Dalbert: Look at my car, I have this. 
(When he receives no response he tries again.) 
16 Dalbert: Look, look it. Look at my car flying with my truck. 
(Jim glances up but does not comment.) 
17 Philip: See, this is the way you go to get into my house. 
(Jim starts to drive his car across the entry way.) 
18 Philip: No, you need to go this way to get in. 
(Jim moves to accommodate Philip's direction. Dalbert watches then 
attempts to join the activity with a new identity and a new deep voice to match.) 
19 Dalbert: This is, this is, this is not Dalbert, this is Virginia. 
Given that the issue really is one of identity, it is ironic that Dalbert 
pursued the path of assuming a different identity in turn 19 in an attempt to 
gain access to the play. Not only did he assume the identity of Virginia but 
he emphasized in turn 19 that "This is not Dalbert." It is unclear from the 
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tape if he realized that Virginia is a woman's name since he used a deep 
voice to convey his new identity. This strategy did manage to engage 
Philip, but the relationship and the underlying power dynamics remained 
unchanged. Dalbert did achieve interaction, but not the equal standing and 
social relationship that he appeared to be seeking. Jim recognized this 
struggle and joined forces with Philip to throw an additional roadblock in 
Dalbert's way by implying that Jim and Philip knew a password that 
Dalbert did not: 
20 Philip: This is my house. 
21 Dalbert: My house is Virginia, my, my name is Virginia. Will you let me in? 
22 Philip: This is my house. 
23 Jim: What's the password? 
24 Philip: Yeah. 
It is unlikely that Jim and Philip had a single word in mind, but it 
served to unite them and construct Dalbert as outside their arena of 
knowledge and power. Dalbert, who did not know the password, 
abandoned his persona as Virginia and offered a building suggestion as Jim 
had done earlier in turn 4: 
25 Dalbert: And, I know what, why don't you put this there. 
(He adds a block to the structure.) 
26 Philip: No, Dalbert! 
Unlike Jim's suggestion, Dalbert's was refused, not on the merits of 
its structural integrity no doubt, but as an indication that he was not in a 
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position to be making such suggestions as an equal participant in the 
activity. After watching Jim and Philip play with their cars on the track 
they had just rebuilt, Dalbert again attempted to join their play as Felix had 
done, by mimicking their activities. This is a strategy that is often 
suggested for children who are attempting to join ongoing play: 
27 Dalbert: Hey, I got, I got a good idea! 
(He reaches over and picks-up a car.) 
28 Philip: No, Dalbert! 
(Dalbert very quickly returns the car, his speech speeds up and he sounds very 
contrite as he backs-off.) 
29 Dalbert: I'm gonna. I'm gonna give you the track, the thing back. 
(Dalbert retreats to play alone.) 
Once again, in spite of using a previously successful strategy in turn 
27 and demonstrating strong English skills, Dalbert was rebuffed 
suggesting that it was not his lack of social skills, language proficiency, nor 
the strategy itself that was the key to acceptance in this situation. Rather, it 
was the ability to gain access to an identity as friend and to equal status in 
the interaction. He was not able to engage these boys in negotiations with 
him perhaps because they didn't feel they had anything to gain. 
In the next segment of the transcript, Philip and Jim discussed and 
negotiated ownership rights and regulations related to Philip's house. Then 
Philip focused on improving his property, and Jim moved away to play 
with some toy figures and a car. Dalbert approached Jim, joining Jim’s 
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game. He was initially rebuffed, but was gradually able to establish play 
with Jim. The slight change in conditions, Jim playing alone, may have 
facilitated Dalbert's access to him and made Jim more open to the 
overtures. At the same time Dalbert still did all of the initial "work" such 
as approaching Jim, helping Jim, and making suggestions. Eventually Jim 
started to discuss the progression of the game with Dalbert, and they 
incorporated ideas from both boys into their play. Jim even successfully 
resisted Philip who tried to take a block Dalbert and Jim were using. The 
play between Dalbert and Jim continued for 24 more turns until it was time 
to go to lunch. 
When the play resumed after lunch, Jess joined the group which 
changed the dynamics: 
58 Jess: I can go to blocks! I can go to any choice! 
59 Dalbert: No, you're not, honest to God ... 
60 Jess: Oh yes, I can go to any choice. Mom, Mrs. Roberts said. 
Dalbert initially contested Jess' claim in turn 59, constructing himself 
as an insider resisting an outsider, but in turn 60, after Jess cited Mrs. 
Ryan, a higher authority, Dalbert quickly relented: 
61 Dalbert: Oh yeah, you can come to, to today's choice because, because of Felix 
is not here. 
62 Philip: Yeah, Felix is not here. 
Philip then informed Jess of his status as lord of the house: 
63 Philip: But I'm in charge of this part. 
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Dalbert tried to re-establish the game he had been playing with Jim 
before lunch but Jess, who was watching, interrupted: 
64 Jess: No! No, the, I got a great idea! I got a great idea, Dalbert, rrrrrrrrr! 
65 Dalbert: No, I got a great, great idea. This is my house and the car goes rrrrrr! 
66 Jess: No, watch this! Oh, I got a great idea! Look at this I got a great idea! This 
is a... I got a great idea watch this! 
(He takes a toy figure and flies around the block area to a tower.) 
67 Jess: I'm a superhero! 
(Jess' voice is very loud, animated, and high pitched.) 
68 Jim: Hey, I'm a superhero! 
69 Dalbert: No, I'm a superhero! 
In turns 64 and 66 Jess, using a strategy previously employed by 
Dalbert, claimed to have a "great idea." Dalbert claimed in turn 65 to have 
a "great, great" idea. However, Jess's great idea was taken-up by Jim and 
then Dalbert, whereas Dalbert's "good idea" in turn 27 and his "great, 
great" idea in turn 65 were not. Having one's ideas taken-up by others or 
being able to call attention to an action was a sign of acceptance and 
prestige. Whose ideas were acted on had as much to do with who offered 
them as they did with the nature of the ideas. Jim's ideas were accepted by 
Philip, while Felix's and Dalbert's were not. Jess's ideas were taken up by 
Dalbert and Jim, but Dalbert's were not. Thus, how one was positioned 
within the group determined whose ideas were heard and incorporated. 
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Jess had another new idea which brought him over to Philip's block 
house. In this segment Philip and Jim negotiated the issue of house 
ownership and Philip was willing to concede to Jim: 
70 Jess: Whoa baby! Watch this! I got a great idea! 
71 Philip: But, this is my house. This is my house, so, that's my house. 
72 Jess: I got a great idea. No, I want to show you something. I, I want to show 
you something. 
73 Philip: This is my house Jess, only I’m allowed to go there. 
74 Dalbert: (to Philip) Hey! You stole my car! 
(He takes it from Philip then quickly returns it.) 
75 Dalbert: Here. 
76 Jim: Philip, you can't make the only thing just for you. 
77 Philip: I know, no one wants to play on it. 
78 Jim: I will. Hey, that used to be my car. 
In turn 74 Dalbert remarked that Philip was using the car that he had 
been using. He reached for it, then quickly handed it back. He might not 
have been willing to risk the consequences of such a move as he was still 
precariously perched within the negotiations of power. Jim, on the other 
hand, was able to successfully challenge Philip in turn 76 with little 
resistance or repercussion, indicating Philip's willingness to negotiate 
power with Jim in order to maintain the relationship. When challenged 
about preventing others from playing in his house, Philip replied in turn 77 
that it wasn't his fault, the problem was with the others who didn't want to 
play there. This was clearly not the case as all the others had tried to play 
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there, but it served to save face with Jim and not place Phil in a subordinate 
position. Jim accepted this explanation and affirmed their friendship by 
offering to play in the house with Philip in turn 78. Dalbert, recognizing 
the significance of the interchange between Jim and Philip and Jim's offer 
to play in Philip’s house, approached the two boys: 
79 Dalbert: Can I go on that Philip? Phil, can I go on that? Can I go on yours, 
Philip? 
80 Philip: That's my car though. (He takes the car Dalbert had.) First we have to 
build the walls. 
81 Dalbert: I got a great idea. 
(He tries to help build and trade cars but is rebuffed.) 
82 Philip: You have to have this car to go through. 
Dalbert made a direct request to go into the house and used the 
nickname "Phil" in addressing Philip in turn 79, perhaps to indicate a more 
intimate relationship. He also relinquished his car to Philip only to find that 
it was the very car required for entry into the house. He then introduced 
another "great idea" in turn 81 and tried to get the car back and participate 
in the wall building that Philip referred to in turn 80. Neither bid was 
successful. Meanwhile, Jess had moved his car to the entry of the house and 
also asked permission to enter: 
83 Jess: This guy's knocking on the door. Knock, knock! 
84 Philip: No, because you have to have a car like this with metal brakes because 
that's the part where you have to go through. 
(Jess outfits his car with "metal brakes" and returns.) 
85 Jess: Okay, I got metal brakes. 
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86 Philip: No you have to have a green car like this to go in. 
87 Dalbert: Like this, too. 
88 Philip: No. 
(Dalbert goes to look for a car that will meet Philip's specifications. Jess stays 
and negotiates.) 
89 Jess: There is no car like that. 
90 Philip: No, but you have to go with my car to get in. 
(Dalbert returns singing a song about "partners" and places his new green car, 
which fits Philip's description in line 86, on the track.) 
91 Philip: No, that isn't it! 
(Dalbert leaves to get another car.) 
92 Jess: He followed your guy. 
(Jess's car followed Philip's car to get in, as Philip had specified.) 
93 Philip: Stop! 
(Dalbert returns with a second green car.) 
94 Dalbert: Oh, this car looks like, like that color. 
95 Philip (to Dalbert): Jess got in. No, it doesn't. 
(Responding to Dalbert in turn 94 indicating that Dalbert's car still isn’t the right 
color.) 
The cars, the track, and the house were used in this sequence as 
symbolic representations of power and affiliation. Both Dalbert and Jess 
were subjected to a rejection of their cars, while Jim was allowed to play 
on the track without engaging in this gatekeeping ritual. Dalbert replaced 
his car twice in an effort to get the "right" kind of car. The right kind of 
car, of course, was not the issue. You had to be the right kind of person 
with the right kind of identity. Eventually, Jess was able to achieve this 
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goal, a fact that Philip took pains to point out to Dalbert in line 95 by 
stating that "Jess got in." This positioned the three mainstream children 
differently from Dalbert, who was still producing new cars for Philip's 
inspection. 
Dalbert also tried the strategy that Jess had used by placing his latest 
car at the entrance to the house. He and Philip then engaged in a long 
interaction which involved name changing, producing passwords, and yet 
more new car requirements. Jim joined forces with Philip and the two boys 
together constructed Dalbert as an outsider: 
98 Philip: Who's there? 
99 Dalbert: Dalbert. 
100 Philip: You can't come in! 
101 Dalbert: Fine, fine, my name is um, David (his brother). 
102 Philip: You can't come in. 
103 Dalbert: Fine, my name is Jess. 
104 Philip: You can’t come in. 
105 Dalbert: Fine, my name is Philip. My name is Philip. 
106 Philip: You can come in. No, you can't come in. You can't come in. 
You have to know the magic word to go in. 
107 Dalbert: Alacalabra. 
(Abracadabra is a "magic" word.) 
108 Philip: No! 
109 Dalbert: What is the magic word? Please? 
(Please is often identified in schools as "the magic word" when making requests.) 
110 Philip: No! 
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111 Dalbert: What is the magic word? 
112 Philip: You have to guess the magic word. 
113 Dalbert: Philip, Philip? Philip, Philip? 
114 Philip: No, Dalbert. 
115 Dalbert: This is metal. 
(Probably referring to the earlier requirement for metal brakes.) 
116 Dalbert: Knock, knock! 
(A previous strategy employed by Jess.) 
117 Philip: What? 
118 Dalbert: I want to come in the house. 
(Jim comes over and drives his blue car into the house.) 
119 Philip: Only blue cars can come in. 
120 Dalbert: Blue cars? 
(Dalbert goes to get a blue car.) 
121 Philip: You have to have one like this. 
122 Jim: And blue. 
(Jim holds out his car which is blue.) 
123 Jim: I have one of those. 
124 Dalbert: (to Jess) You have to have a blue car. 
(Dalbert returns with a blue car.) 
125 Dalbert: Blue car! 
126 Philip: No, you have to have a thing like this. 
(Holding up his car.) 
127 Jim: You have to have small cars like this. 
128 Philip: Yeah, and you have to have these things that come up on the end. 
129 Jim: Yeah. 
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Dalbert was aware of the power struggle but seemingly unaware at 
first that the "right car" and the "right idea," and the "right answer" were 
not accessible to him. In turns 101, 103, and 105 he changed his name 
drawing on his older brother, David, then Jess and Philip, all perhaps 
powerful figures that he hoped would unlock the door for him. He claimed, 
in turn 115, to have metal brakes as Jess had done earlier in the interaction. 
He produced culturally well-known magic words "Alacalabra" 
(Abracadabra) in turn 107 and "Please" in turn 109. Finally he overtly 
stated his goal, "I want to come in the house" in turn 118. He wanted to go 
in the house because of what it symbolized, not because there was anything 
wonderful to play with once he arrived. He understood that freedom to go 
across the entry way into the house meant that he had been accepted in the 
game and into the power relationships as an equal to the other boys. 
Dalbert was clearly involved in interaction during this exchange and 
had access to language. However, he did not have access to the identities 
and social relationships he desired. The dynamics of the interaction were 
not positioning him as powerful, as one of the accepted guys. He used the 
same language they did. He employed the same social strategies. He wasn't 
aggressive. He didn't initiate conflict. He was willing to negotiate with 
them. But they were not willing to negotiate with him, which left him 
positioned in such a way that it was very difficult to maneuver himself into 
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the desired identity and relationships. Finally, in frustration, he pointed out 
the injustice of the situation: 
130 Dalbert: Philip. 
131 Philip: What? 
132 Dalbert: That's not, that's not fair. 
133 Philip: What? 
134 Dalbert: That, that, the other cars could go in, but not the other um, but not the 
um, not the other cars. 
Dalbert had identified the fact that some cars, and the people 
associated with them, were being constructed as accepted insiders while he 
was not. This was true and he was able to identify the power issues more 
clearly at this point in the interaction but did not know what to do about it 
except to keep trying to please the other boys and doing what they had been 
doing. In this particular interaction, in April of his kindergarten year, he 
was willing to persist and the power struggle continued. Jess, who was 
accepted into the house in turns 95 and again in 136 joined Jim and Philip 
by producing yet more conditions which sent Dalbert looking for racing 
cars with special features and numbers on their exterior: 
135 Jess: Philip! 
136 Philip: Yes? Let me see what car you have. That car can come in. 
137 Jim: It has to be like the race cars. 
138 Philip: Yeah. 
139 Jess: It is a race car. 
140 Dalbert: This is a race car. 
346 
141 Philip: No it isn't. 
142 Dalbert: Yes, it is, don't you see this? 
(He points to a feature on his car. Jim shakes his head no. Dalbert goes to find 
another car.) 
143 Dalbert: This car's a racing car! 
144 Jim: That isn't a racing car. 
145 Jess: No, it's not a racing car. Racing cars look like this! 
(Exhibiting his own car which only recently qualified as a racing car.) 
146 Jim: It has to have a number on it. 
147 Philip: Yeah. 
148 Dalbert: It has a number. 
149 Jess: No, unless, the number, it has to have a number right there. 
150 Jim: But this one doesn't have a number (examining Philip's car). 
151 Philip: No, but it’s my house. 
The same power ritual continued to be enacted, but now Jess was on 
the other side and wasted no time in aligning himself with Philip and Jim in 
their positioning of themselves as insiders and Dalbert as the outsider. In 
turn 145 Jess produced his own recently challenged racing car as evidence 
of the right type of car to have. The three mainstream boys together then 
asserted that Dalbert had the wrong type of vehicle. When Jim pointed out 
in turn 150 that Philip's car didn't have a number, it was once again clear 
that the negotiations were not really about cars and numbers. Philip was a 
power holder in this scene and did not have to pass a vehicle inspection. 
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The dialogue continued a bit longer and was then interrupted by Jess 
who, like Felix and Dalbert, had altered the structure of the building. 
Except whereas Felix and Dalbert had only moved one block and had been 
reprimanded, Jess knocked over an entire tower. But Jess, who held a 
different position in the group, managed to avoid potential conflict and 
confrontation. He secured his position by referring to a high status activity: 
157 Jim: No, no, Jess! 
158 Philip: Don't you dare, why, you broke the city! 
[Unintelligible.] 
159 Jess: Who's not mad at me? 
(The two mainstream boys raise their hands with Dalbert watching to see what they 
do and then he raises his hand too.) 
160 Jess: I know why you're not mad at me Jim, cause Kenny and you are 
coming to my house. 
161 Dalbert: Well, hey, I'm not mad at you, cause, cause Fm going to your 
house. 
162 Jess: If you never want to be mad at me. I'll 'vite you to my house. 
163 Dalbert: Well, I, I, I never want, want to be mad at you. We, we can be nice to 
Jess. Hi, Jess. (Pause.) Come on, I have a number on my car. 
164 Jim: Philip, look at this! Vrooom! 
165 Philip: I have to say if you can come in because it’s my house. 
(Videotape #14, Event #4.) 
Going to play at houses was explored in Chapter 7 and was used in 
this classroom as a high status activity, much as birthday invitations are 
often offered and rescinded in the heat of conflict. Jess drew on this visit in 
his hour of need to ameliorate his actions by affirming solidarity with Jim 
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and Kenny. Dalbert recognized the implications of this statement and tried 
to position himself as one of the guys who would also be invited, although 
this does not happen. The transcript here ended much as it began, Jim and 
Philip playing together and Dalbert trying to gain their approval. 
Summary 
Previous studies of peer rejection sequences, such as those described 
earlier in the chapter by Corsaro (1985) and Hatch (1988), have considered 
the interaction of the peer group as the site for constructing who is 
accepted into play and who is not. Corsaro proposed that rejection was a 
consequence of children trying to protect fragile ongoing play from others, 
and that repeated bids for entry often proved successful. Hatch believed 
that the rejection of a particular student, Lester, was the result of Lester's 
inappropriate social interaction which violated the social rules and norms 
constructed among the children in his classroom. 
However, these findings and interpretations do not adequately explain 
the situation faced by Felix and Dalbert in the block center. Clearly, both 
children persisted in the face of initial rejection, not giving up easily. 
Dalbert worked hard to establish the identity of friend, an effective 
strategy described by Corsaro. Neither Felix nor Dalbert demonstrated the 
types of personal qualities described by Hatch. They were not aggressive, 
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did not tease, did not violate established norms of amiable play, were 
receptive to bids from other children, and demonstrated particularly acute 
skills of joining activities in progress. 
From a distance the five boys who were at the block area appeared to 
be playing harmoniously. There were no sudden outbursts, no crying, no 
arguing, and everyone was talking and doing something with cars and 
blocks. A detailed analysis of their interactions reveals that what appeared 
to be amiable play was a 40 minute negotiation over access to power, status 
identities, and relationships. The consequences of these negotiations 
positioned the boys in very different ways. The two Spanish bilingual 
children, in spite of their repeated efforts, were not able to establish the 
identity of insider and the relationship of friend that they desired. This 
could be attributed to issues of English proficiency and less developed 
social skills. However, Dalbert clearly demonstrated a proficient level of 
English and appropriate social skills. Felix also utilized social strategies 
that had been successfully employed by the other boys. It was the other 
boys’ lack of openness to negotiation with the Spanish bilingual children 
that positioned them as much as any personal or individual traits. 
The three mainstream boys, drawing on previous encounters and 
relationships, demonstrated a willingness to interact and negotiate with each 
other during play. While they also engaged with the Spanish bilingual boys, 
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they rarely initiated these exchanges. The Spanish bilingual boys did most 
of the "work" of these interactions which, as demonstrated in Chapter 7, 
was typical of other settings in this classroom. When the interactions 
occurred there was little negotiation of power. The mainstream boys 
jointly prevented Dalbert and Felix from access to this power by refusing 
to engage in negotiations with them. They did engage in interactions about 
power, but unlike Jim and Philip who equally negotiated a balance of 
power in their relationship, Dalbert and Felix were prevented from this 
type of access. No concessions were ever made to them, ideas adopted, nor 
interactions sought. 
Dalbert and Felix did have some access to language and interaction, 
but not to the power which shaped it and determined the outcomes. These 
dynamics indicate that individual processes of language and social 
development alone do not determine second language learners' access to, 
participation in, and outcomes of social interaction. Underlying power 
dynamics and positioning also contribute to who speaks, whose 
contributions are acted on, and the meanings of these interactions for 
participants. 
Dalbert and Felix could have chosen to play with each other rather 
than face rejection from Jim, Philip, and Jess. However, they may have 
perceived each other as lower status playmates than the mainstream 
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children. The mainstream boys may also have been operating from the 
same perceptions, seeing themselves as having little to gain in terms of 
status by associating with the Spanish bilingual boys. They already had 
relationships with each other. 
This is not to say that this is representative of all the interactions 
between the mainstream and Spanish bilingual boys. It did not occur in 
every circumstance. Yet the videotaped data from the block center reveal 
that all four of the Spanish bilingual boys experienced a similar type of 
interaction at least once. It may be possible that mainstream boys had 
similar experiences. However, in the corpus of videotaped data there are 
only examples of situations in which Spanish bilingual and mainstream boys 
are playing together, never mainstream boys playing alone. In these 
situations it was the Spanish bilingual boys who were positioned as 
outsiders when this positioning occurred. 
During this transcript there were occasions, such as the brief 
interlude when Jim and Dalbert played together, when the Spanish bilingual 
boys were in equitable interactions. It may have been that because Jim was 
playing alone at that point that he was more open to Dalbert. This may also 
have been the case with Dalbert's mainstream friend, Mike. Dalbert did 
much of the work in this relationship and Mike, who was a low-status 
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mainstream boy, might have been more receptive to such a relationship 
than some of the other boys who were involved in more stable networks. 
It is questionable how long Dalbert, and other children in his 
position, will be willing to put forth such effort in an attempt to negotiate 
with mainstream children in situations such as this. He had engagement and 
linguistic interaction, but the underlying power dynamics may affect his 
willingness to engage in such interaction in the future, jeopardizing his 
investment in social relationships and his investment in school. 
Chapter Summary 
The two events presented in this chapter illustrate that social 
interaction is much more than a linguistic resource. Language, when 
conceptualized as a social practice (Fairclough, 1989), is the site of power 
negotiations and social meaning construction. While interacting, 
participants were also positioning each other in ways that either supported 
or constrained their access to power, identities, and relationships. The 
discourses of bilingualism, gender, and friendship were salient in both 
transcripts. 
Being bilingual was not advantageous in either situation. Gender was 
highly salient in both. The children constructed and emphasized gender 
differences and engaged in some activities and practices over others 
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according to gender. These practices afforded some children more access 
to interaction and what occurred during interaction than others. Boys, for 
example, had more access to public discourse and power than girls. 
Mainstream boys had greater access to power and social relations than 
Spanish bilingual boys. Friendship and social affiliations were a constant 
theme that children introduced into both situations. The discourse of 
friendship influenced much of what they said, to whom, and whom they 
said it about. Friendship was a high status relationship which afforded 
more than just entry into play. It also gave children access to public 
discourse, public recognition, power, and positive classroom identities. 
Other children were more receptive to children who were in established 
friendships. 
Thus, the three discourses affected children's access to interaction 
and to the power, knowledge, identities, status, and meanings that were 
constructed and negotiated during interaction. The bilingual children were 
positioned as having less access to both, resulting in potentially long and 
short term consequences for their educational success and investment in 
school. 
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CHAPTER 9 
SUMMARY AND IMPLICATIONS 
Introduction 
In Chapters 1 and 2 I argued that second language research has 
typically focused on the individual processes of language learning and the 
most effective instructional methods for promoting second language 
proficiency. Less attention has been devoted to broad and local learning 
contexts and to the interaction that occurs there. When context has been 
considered, it is usually as a variable which affects individual cognitive 
processing and second language development. Interaction in the SLA 
literature is typically treated as a source of linguistic input or output, 
rather than as a context for constructing social meaning. This perspective 
presents only a partial view of language interaction and fails to consider the 
implications of social contexts for learners. 
An alternative conceptualization of interaction, as a site of social 
meaning construction and power negotiations (Fairclough, 1989), was 
presented in Chapter 2 in order to move beyond the types of questions 
typically posed in the SLA interaction literature. Based on this theoretical 
orientation, the current study analyzed the construction, meaning, and 
implications of three locally salient social discourses: bilingualism, gender, 
and friendship. The ideologies, identities, and social relationships related to 
these three discourses were described. 
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The decision to pursue all three discourses was due to their 
pervasiveness and interconnection in the data. Children's identities in the 
classroom were not based on only one or two contextual features, but 
rather on a myriad of shifting and changing discourses based on numerous 
local constructions. A second reason for focusing on these three discourses 
was that they are likely to be salient in other mainstream classrooms where 
there is a mixture of language learners and monolingual speakers, although 
the meanings attached to these constructions may differ and have different 
implications (Willett, 1995). 
Analyses for the study were conducted at three levels. Chapter 4 
provided a broad overview of the dominant discourses surrounding 
bilingualism, gender, and friendship in the educational and psychological 
literature. Chapters 5-7 provided mid-level analyses of state, district, 
building, and classroom policies and practices. Teacher and student 
ideologies, social relationships, and identities as they related to 
bilingualism, gender, and friendship were described and illustrated. In 
Chapter 8 a detailed microanalysis of two classroom events was conducted 
to demonstrate the interplay and implications of the three discourses for 
second language learners at a micro-level of interaction. Chapter 9 
summarizes the major findings of Chapters 5-8 and integrates the 
implications for second language learners, teachers, institutions, and the 
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field of second language acquisition. Suggestions for future research 
conclude the chapter. 
Summary and Implications for Second Language Learners 
The next three sections will review how second language learners 
were positioned within the local discourses of bilingualism, gender, and 
friendship. This positioning affected and was affected by the ideologies, 
identities, and social relations that were constructed within the local setting. 
How students were positioned and how their identities were constructed 
have long-range implications for: 1) their participation and investment in 
school; 2) their access to language, knowledge, and power; and 3) their 
motivation to maintain bilingualism. 
Positioning Within the Local Discourse of Bilingualism 
Chapter 5 reviewed two dominant discourses of bilingualism as they 
are currently expressed in the educational literature—bilingualism as a 
handicap and bilingualism as a benefit. The second language learners at 
River Valley School were caught between these discourses. The state 
mandated that transitional bilingual education be provided in districts with 
20 or more students from the same language group. The district met the 
minimum requirements of this legislation by providing pull-out native 
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language and ESL instruction. The goal of these programs was to transition 
children as quickly as possible to an all-English mainstream program. 
Bilingualism for elementary students was not a district priority as reflected 
by the lack of foreign language instruction for mainstream children and the 
minimal native language instruction for non-English speakers. ESL 
students' native language competence was valued for a limited time, more 
than occurs in many other locations, but only as a transitional phase on the 
path to English proficiency. 
At the building level children were caught between ideologies which 
valued Spanish language skills and those that did not. They were also 
caught between practices which emphasized integration within the 
mainstream program and the practice of removing children from this 
environment to provide what were viewed as essential linguistic and 
academic skills as well as cultural and emotional support that would enable 
the Spanish dominant children to succeed in a mainstream English system. 
The services to bilingual children were mediated by ideologies, programs, 
practices, and the power relationships among the teachers and aides that 
worked with them. 
The mainstream program was an all-English program. The 
mainstream children had little reason to learn Spanish and did not place a 
great deal of value on doing so. There was little to be gained in this 
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environment from the identity of being a Spanish bilingual child beyond 
the status that the classroom teacher, classroom aide, and TBE teacher were 
able to establish. Constructions of race, ethnicity, and class were connected 
to the construction of bilingualism and were not advantageous for the 
Spanish bilingual children. These children were not blatantly shunned or 
ridiculed, but they were not often sought-out by mainstream children nor 
were they an integral part of the mainstream social networks. 
Positioning Within the Local Discourse of Gender 
As outlined in Chapter 4, the dominant discourse of gender in the 
educational literature has been heavily developmental. From this 
perspective, there are certain gender traits which are either innate or 
learned and account for gender differences. As described in Chapter 6, this 
discourse was rarely challenged at an institutional level. Traditional gender 
norms and behaviors were accepted as natural. The classroom teacher, 
conscious of the constraints of naturalized gender discourses, challenged 
and attempted to neutralize these norms by reconstructing them in her 
classroom. The children, whose gender ideologies emphasized gender 
segregation and gender differences, often resisted her efforts, perceiving 
this as a threat to their identities regardless of how this ultimately 
positioned them in terms of access to power, knowledge, and relationships. 
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From a psychological perspective, this resistance would be viewed as 
the result of developmental processes. From a critical theoretical 
perspective, such as the social theory of language presented in Chapter 2, 
this resistance represents struggles over power—struggles between girls and 
boys, and struggles between adults and children. 
In the process of highlighting gender differences the boys 
constructed themselves as superior to the girls, reflecting broader social 
discourses. Boys worked to distance themselves from girls and from a 
female construction of gender, which they associated with a loss of power. 
The boys also dominated class discussions. This practice increased their 
visibility, their access to interaction, and their influence on the meanings 
that were constructed in the public arena. 
The Spanish bilingual girls were positioned differently than the 
Spanish bilingual boys in the classroom in the same way that the 
mainstream girls were positioned differently than the mainstream boys. 
While the Spanish bilingual children had less overall status than the 
mainstream children, the Spanish bilingual girls, by virtue of how girls 
were constructed in the classroom, had less status than the Spanish bilingual 
boys. The Spanish bilingual boys, on the other hand, had greater access to 
public discourse, but were forced to compete within the mainstream boys' 
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subculture and often found themselves positioned outside of the boys' 
friendships in spite of their repeated efforts to gain access to them. 
The children's self-segregation by gender limited potential 
friendships for both girls and boys. Even though girls were more open to 
cross gender friends, such relationships were rare and short-lived. 
Positioning Within the Local Discourse of Friendship 
The dominant discourse of friendship in the educational literature 
described in Chapter 3 is developmental. Children are expected to pass 
through predictable phases which, when successful, lead to friendships. 
When this process goes awry, the child or family dynamics are often 
identified as sources of the problem. This literature does not typically 
consider contextual features which support or constrain access to 
friendships, nor the meanings of friendship in the local context beyond 
their implications for development. 
Within the local school setting social issues, such as children's 
friendships, were seen as secondary to academic pursuits by most adults. In 
contrast, social issues were of primary interest to the children and 
consumed much of their time and energy. Close reciprocal friendships had 
high status in the classroom and children worked toward building and 
displaying these relationships across events. 
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The Spanish bilingual children were at a disadvantage when it came 
to friendships with mainstream children. They were bused to the school 
from neighborhoods outside the River Valley School zone in order to 
attend the TBE program. They did not interact with mainstream children 
on the bus or near their homes. They did not participate in after school 
programs or classes like many of the mainstream children, so were not able 
to build relationships in these contexts. The Spanish bilingual children also 
left the mainstream classroom to attend pull-out ESL and TBE classes 
which further limited their contact with mainstream peers. The mainstream 
children formed tight friendships with each other both prior to 
kindergarten and early in the school year. This made it difficult for the 
Spanish bilingual children to gain access to them. 
Because of the number of tight or previously formed friendships and 
their lower status as TBE students, the burden for initiating interaction and 
friendship bids was placed on the Spanish bilingual children. The 
mainstream children were not as open or available to new relationships and 
did not devote much time or energy to developing relationships with the 
Spanish bilingual children. The status identity of friend, as constructed 
within this classroom, was less available to the Spanish bilingual children 
than to the mainstream children due, in part, to contextual features. There 
was status in being a Spanish bilingual child in an established friendship 
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with another Spanish bilingual child, as Susana and Francisco had been at 
the beginning of the year, but this did not automatically afford access to the 
mainstream children's networks. 
Consequences of Positioning for the Second Language Learners 
The Spanish bilingual children were positioned by the local discourse 
of bilingualism. In spite of the efforts of classroom and TBE teachers, 
bilingualism was not highly valued and had little status in this setting. This 
low status coupled with less access to classroom friendships further reduced 
the children's standing in the classroom as friendships were highly coveted. 
Gender norms challenged both the Spanish bilingual girls and boys. The 
Spanish bilingual girls became silenced like the mainstream girls. The 
Spanish bilingual boys struggled to compete with the mainstream boys. 
Both girls and boys were limited in their access to opposite gender friends. 
In an interview toward the end of the year, Mrs. Ryan voiced social 
concerns about five of the six Spanish bilingual children when asked about 
them and their friendships. 
In relation to Hector, she felt that: 
... something is going on in Hector's life and we can't quite put a finger on it, 
he's breaking down so often lately .... Um, as far as friendships, I don't see him 
um, there are some kids that he likes, but I don't see that he has anybody. 
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For his brother Felix: 
As far as hooking up with other people, I don’t think that he has at all. You know, I 
know there are kids he likes to play with, but I don't see that he's, you know, got a 
special friend. 
For Susana: 
... she really was a sweet kid. Now she's kind of hard to me, she's kind of been 
roughed up, edged and um, she's, she fights for what she wants now, whereas 
before she would ask. You know, she's not calm anymore. There's this turbulence 
from Susana and sometimes she can be, um, you know, very sad and very angry at 
the same time. Over the past couple of weeks she hasn't been with Francisco, she 
hasn't really been with anybody. 
About Claudia: 
In terms of friends, she’s tried to hook-up with Susana in the worst way but 
Susana's not going for it. We're keeping our eye on Claudia. 
And Dalbert: 
Dalbert's regressed I think since the middle of the year. I saw him going up and 
now I see him sliding ... He was connected to Mike for awhile ... but now I 
don't see that he's, that there's a special friend. Dalbert for so long was with Jim 
and was with that group of kids that were moving right along and he was moving 
right along but he gave up the fight and I don't know why he did. But when he 
did, the march kept going on and kind of left him in the dust and now I see him 
sitting just wondering where is the place for him. (Interview #2, pp. 4-9.) 
Mrs. Ryan attributed the children's struggles, in part, to family 
issues, different cultural expectations, the uncertainty of moving, high 
levels of responsibility at home, and individual social development. These 
were commonly cited sources among teachers regarding children's 
difficulties in school. Mrs. Ryan also believed that structural features of the 
children's day were interfering with their ability to make friends. When 
she was discussing Hector's relationships she talked about time and 
consistency: 
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He doesn't have enough consistent time and enough time blocks to develop 
[friendships] like that. He's here for choice time and that's the consistent time. In 
math he's just started with a new math group but our math groups change.... Like 
the other kids after school and on the weekends have another chunk of time he 
doesn't have. Even in a given day. And I wonder how we structure the day so we 
don't give kids like him an opportunity to really develop a friendship. 
Cultural differences, family issues, and individual development could 
all have played a part in the children's social relationships. Equally 
important, however, were the contextual constraints such as consistent time 
in the mainstream classroom; the status and identities that the children were 
and were not able to assume; and the children's positions within the 
community, school, and classroom 
Another implication of this study for second language learners is the 
construction of gender and the positioning of girls and boys. Boys worked 
to position themselves as capable, intelligent, and superior to girls. This 
construction can have serious consequences for girls. It undermines their 
self-esteem, reduces their willingness to participate in public cross-gender 
interaction, mutes their "voice," limits their access to academics, and 
reduces their experience of leadership positions. It also curbs the goals they 
set for themselves and the options they feel are available well beyond their 
school years (AAUW Report, 1992; Brown & Gilligan, 1992; Orenstein, 
1994; Sadker & Sadker, 1994). These implications added to the low status 
and additional demands (Lee & Sing, 1994) typical of linguistic and ethnic 
minority girls have devastating implications for their investment and 
outcome of academic pursuits. For the boys, the competitive focus on being 
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better than someone else in order to construct a positive identity leaves 
unappealing options for those who are unable to achieve these identities due 
to their positioning within local sociopolitical contexts. It also ties one's 
social identity and self-worth to superior ability and status. Both girls and 
boys are constrained by the gender constructions and the limitations they 
place on their potential cross gender friend relationships, their school 
experience, and their future success. 
Returning to the initial interest in children's social experiences at 
school that guided this study, the previously described identities and status 
positions may explain why some of the Spanish bilingual children at River 
Valley School were invested in their mainstream classrooms and reluctant 
to leave while others avoided their mainstream classrooms and preferred 
the TBE and ESL environments. Who they could be in these environments 
differed. How their identities and social relationships were constructed 
depended on where they were and what was valued there as much as who 
they were. Bilingual children with positive identities and strong social 
relationships in mainstream classrooms were more inclined to want to be 
there. In fact, for some children the pull to be in their mainstream 
classrooms was so great that they did not want to leave to attend ESL and 
TBE classes. In some cases they found themselves caught between parental 
and TBE teacher ideologies which valued the Spanish language instruction 
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and cultural support offered by the TBE program and the social integration 
and relationships offered by the mainstream program. For some children 
this led to a rejection of affiliations with the TBE program and sometimes 
their own bilingualism. (This was more typical of children who had been in 
an English dominant environment for a period of time than for children 
who were newly arrived.) 
The Spanish bilingual kindergarteners in this study were very 
invested in the kindergarten program in spite of their positioning there. 
Ms. Diaz reported that in other kindergartens where she had taught, the 
Spanish bilingual children faced even greater struggles forming social 
relationships with the mainstream children and attaining status in the 
classroom. The support the children in this study received from their 
classroom teacher, classroom aide, and TBE teacher most likely mediated 
the children's experience. For example, Mrs. Ryan provided Spanish 
teaching and literacy materials for the classroom. She encouraged the 
mainstream children to learn Spanish. She instilled respect for Spanish 
translation and developed a positive relationships with her bilingual 
classroom aide. Units of study included Mexico, Puerto Rico, and El 
Salvador. Parents of the Spanish bilingual children were invited to school 
to make presentations or participate in special activities!. The children had 
1 See Wilson Keenan, Willett, and Solsken (1993) for additional research on the 
significance of multicultural family visits. 
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access to a bilingual program and Spanish TBE teacher. Their parents had 
access to the school through the Spanish TBE teacher and Spanish bilingual 
classroom aide. These efforts positively impacted children's experiences 
and identity construction by addressing broader cultural discourses. 
The implications of a school career in which positive social identities 
are difficult to attain are great. The impact of the social context on Latino 
children in this state has been significant. Latino students are at the highest 
risk and have the highest drop-out rate of any other minority group 
(Darder & Upshur, 1993; Frau-Ramos & Nieto, 1993). Research on 
bilingual populations in English dominant settings indicates that issues of 
social segregation and feelings of isolation may affect the school success of 
bilingual students even, and sometimes more, when they are in mainstream 
English programs (Fernandez & Shu, 1988; Rivera & Nieto, 1993; Gibson, 
1987). Feelings of marginalization associated with exclusion, subordinate 
status, and cultural invisibility were cited by Zanger (1987, 1993) as 
impeding learning for some students and driving others out of school. 
The significance of identity construction and the social environment 
is underscored by Cummins (1996) who believes that"... human 
relationships are at the heart of schooling. The interactions that take 
place between students and teachers and among students are more central to 
student success than any method for teaching literacy, or science or math" 
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(p. 1) and have fundamental consequences for students' success. Positive 
identity construction can motivate a student to engage in learning. 
Devaluing of identity can provide the impetus for dropping out. This 
message is endorsed by Genesee (1994) who states that "Educating second 
language children has been kept separate from issues concerning their 
social integration in mainstream classrooms and the school at large" (p. 2). 
His position is that academics are not enough, attention to social integration 
is critical. 
While integration with mainstream students appears to be essential, 
there is ample evidence to indicate that second language learners who 
receive bilingual education, even in transitional programs, are more likely 
to stay in school and succeed (Frau-Ramos & Nieto, 1993; Nieto, 1992). 
There is also evidence that maintaining first language proficiency has 
numerous advantages for bilingual individuals. These advantages include 
linguistic and cultural facility in a wide range of social contexts, enhanced 
cognitive functioning, greater ease learning additional languages, and the 
potential for employment opportunities. 
If bilingual children benefit from both native language instruction 
and social integration with mainstream peers, the question becomes how to 
balance social and academic needs. How local programs prioritize these 
needs and how local practices affect this balance have implications for the 
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well-being of second language learners and their commitment to staying in 
school. 
This study does not suggest dismantling bilingual education or 
abolishing pull-out ESL programs. Language learners do need support 
which values their first language and provides access to the second. 
Mainstreaming alone does not provide equal access to education for second 
language learners, a position contested by very few. At the same time there 
are few universal solutions given the wide range of second language 
learning contexts and the varying discourses and underlying ideologies that 
will be operating in each one. Which languages and practices exist in local 
communities will be shaped by the dominant discourses that prevail. 
What can be considered in all situations, however, is the nature of 
the relationship between mainstream and minority student populations and 
the relationship between mainstream, bilingual, and ESL teachers at any 
given site. Which ideologies and discourses do these relationships reflect? 
How do they affect children's access to power? How can they be 
renegotiated to give all children access to social and academic resources? 
This renegotiation may involve changes in scheduling, grouping, teaching, 
language practices, and training. When issues of language are involved, it 
will most likely require a renegotiation of power and social relationships to 
allow non-dominant discourses to be heard and valued. 
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Summary and Implications for Teachers 
This study demonstrated how teacher ideologies impact classroom 
practice. These ideologies were identified for the purpose of analysis but 
are not always explicit during day-to-day interaction in schools. For 
example: What are teachers' beliefs about the significance of children's 
relationships and social identities in the classroom? What do they see as 
their responsibility in this area? What do they believe about bilingualism, 
gender, social relationships, or second language learning? This study 
illustrated how implicit ideologies can be naturalized and ignored or 
brought to awareness through conflict or analysis. Three areas of 
implication for teachers will be discussed: conflicting teacher ideologies, 
teacher relationships, and conflicting student-teacher ideologies. 
Conflicting Teacher Ideologies 
An example of conflicting ideologies was described in Chapter 5. 
Mrs. Ryan, Ms. Gonzalez, and I all held slightly different perspectives 
about the significance of children's social relationships and the purposes of 
the TBE program. Mrs. Ryan as an African-American classroom teacher, 
Ms. Gonzalez as a Puerto Rican bilingual teacher, and myself as a 
European-American ESL teacher held beliefs that were shaped by 
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historical circumstances, educational training, our personal experiences, 
and our positions within the school. 
One of Mrs. Ryan's primary concerns was the children's social 
relationships. She stated that although she recognized the need to prepare 
children for academic success, she believed the social issues and social 
relationships had equal significance for children's investment and success in 
school. She also held a broader vision in which positive social relationships 
among different groups of people could ultimately impact injustice in the 
society at large. As a result, she believed the more time the Spanish 
bilingual children spent in the mainstream classroom, the better. She 
worked toward affirming the children's bilingualism and believed that they 
needed to learn English and form positive relationships with mainstream 
peers. The historical relationship between blacks and whites in the United 
States contributed to her emphasis on integration. 
Mrs. Gonzalez, the Spanish TBE teacher, believed that the Spanish 
bilingual children needed a strong academic base in Spanish and the 
cultural and emotional support that she as a Latina teacher could provide. 
She believed that the positive identities that could be constructed in her 
classroom were essential to the children's survival in an English dominant 
school and community. She wanted the children to maintain their Spanish 
language fluency and connections to their cultures. She believed that the 
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Spanish bilingual children’s relationships to each other were important and 
that she had sound academic and social justification for removing children 
from their classrooms. The historical nature of Puerto Rican-U.S. relations 
influenced Mrs. Gonzsalez's determination to support her students' 
language and cultural identities. 
As the ESL teacher, I believed my focus should be to teach the 
children English and make academic work more accessible. I believed that 
this would in turn give them greater access to academic status within their 
classrooms. I believed that by taking the children to the ESL room, I was 
rescuing them from the linguistic chaos and overwhelming circumstances 
of their mainstream classrooms where they were doomed to academic 
failure. I also believed that the ESL program gave the children greater 
access to comprehensible language and more opportunities to speak in the 
smaller, less threatening ESL groups than they would have had in the 
mainstream classroom. While I was not aware of it at the time, I was 
placing children's linguistic and academic success above their social 
relationships and social integration in the mainstream classroom. My 
European-American background positioned me to believe that access to 
English and education were the benefits I could offer my students. I was 
less aware of the racial and cultural implications of my beliefs than 
Mrs. Ryan or Mrs. Gonzalez (Sleeter, 1993). 
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Nevertheless, all three of us were well intentioned and had the 
children's best interests at heart. At issue was how to balance children's 
linguistic, academic, social, and cultural needs. This had implications for 
what should be taught, why, where, and by whom. All three of us 
experienced situational constraints which made it difficult to fully manifest 
our visions. These issues were only discussed openly when there was an 
accompanying conflict in practice. This example is not unique in teaching 
environments. Whether implicit or explicit, what teachers believe about the 
nature of learning, the meaning of education, their responsibilities, and the 
balance of academic and social issues impacts practice. Second language 
learners and bilingual programs can add complexity to the scene. 
When the relationship between ideology and practice is not 
articulated and negotiated among teachers, feelings of frustration and 
resentment can ferment. Teachers begin to feel as if they are working at 
cross purposes. Children get caught in the middle when everyone is just 
trying to do a good job. There is a need for teachers to examine their 
beliefs and bring them out into the open where they can be a source of 
insight and learning. Dialogue between minority and majority teachers is 
necessary for understanding issues of language, race, and culture. When 
teachers have not received training in ESL and bilingual education, they 
operate on their own assumptions. Assumptions which need to be examined 
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and challenged in order to explore the possibility and value of alternative 
perspectives and practices. Equally, ESL and bilingual teachers, who may 
be out of touch with mainstream classroom issues and concerns, would 
benefit from greater contact and dialogue with mainstream teachers. 
For instance, due to my increased involvement in a mainstream 
classroom during the course of this study I experienced a transformation of 
ideology. Observing in the mainstream classroom raised my awareness of 
the significance of the children's social relationships in terms of the 
friendships and the implications of these relationships for the children's 
access to language and learning. Even though I had six years of classroom 
teaching experience, I had shifted my emphasis, as many ESL teachers do, 
to a focus on language learning and academic achievement. In the course of 
being exposed to Mrs. Ryan's and the children's ideologies of friendship, I 
made changes in my own practices. In previous years I had coordinated 
instruction and curriculum with the bilingual teacher by developing units 
together and taking the students on field trips together since we had many 
of the same students. As a consequence of this study I became more aware 
of working with mainstream teachers, not just on coordinating academic 
curriculum, but also on issues of social integration. 
I began allowing children of all grade levels to bring mainstream 
friends to ESL class. In one first grade, all the children in the class spent 
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one to two weeks in ESL, as part of writing workshop, in order to increase 
the interaction between mainstream and ESL students and to demystify the 
ESL classroom. I also became more tolerant and flexible in my attitude 
about "allowing" ESL students to miss ESL class to attend unplanned or 
special events in their classrooms during ESL time. I negotiated set dates 
with some teachers who wanted to have their entire class, including the 
ESL students, together at predictable intervals. I released the students from 
ESL class on these days. I also spent more time with the children in the 
kindergarten classroom during ESL time instead of taking the children to 
the ESL room. These experiments were an attempt to further understand 
the balance between linguistic and social issues. 
These changes were congruent with Mrs. Ryan's more socially 
oriented approach. Other classroom teachers expressed varying degrees of 
enthusiasm or reluctance for allowing more children out of their 
classrooms which further disrupted their own programs. Working in the 
kindergarten also raised new issues for me as an ESL teacher working in a 
mainstream classroom. One of these issues was related to time and planning 
lessons. Another was the power and status relationships among students and 
teachers which will be further discussed in the next section. 
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Teacher Relationships 
One reason that ESL instruction had traditionally occurred in the 
ESL room was due to the constraint of scheduling children across seven 
grade levels. Given that the district allotted funding for only one ESL 
teacher at River Valley School for 30-40 ESL students grades K-6 it, was 
necessary to combine grade levels in order to meet with every student and 
every grade level everyday. Working in mainstream classrooms using an 
inclusion model became complicated when trying to coordinate ESL 
students from 18-20 different classes, 7 different grade levels, and several 
English proficiency levels. 
When it was possible to provide ESL instruction in the mainstream 
classrooms, it required a great deal of coordination and communication 
between mainstream teachers and myself to plan and implement lessons. 
The time required for this level of coordination became prohibitive. On the 
other hand, if lessons were not co-planned and co-taught between 
mainstream teachers and myself, it was very difficult to maintain the status 
of a teacher and provide appropriate instruction in another classroom. 
When lessons were not co-planned, I often got relegated to the status of an 
aide supporting the classroom teacher. Sometimes I was asked to conduct 
or complete a lesson when the goals and expectations of the lesson had not 
been clearly articulated by the classroom teacher. Sometimes I was asked to 
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lead a group in an activity that was not appropriate for ESL learners at that 
level. It became challenging to develop positive teacher-student 
relationships with children under these circumstances. 
As discussed in the section on the positioning of the classroom 
teacher and the classroom aide, there are constraints to being in this 
situation. For example, during the period when I worked in the 
kindergarten classroom during ESL time in order to integrate the bilingual 
students into specific lessons, I was acutely aware of the power 
relationships and positioning that occurred. I was no longer the ''teacher- 
in-charge," which changed my relationship with the bilingual students. I 
experienced most of the constraints that Ms. Diaz experienced as an aide 
and possibly more because the mainstream classroom was at least her 
’’territory.” I could not give directions to the entire group, make decisions, 
discipline children, or assert my status as a teacher in the building as 
effectively in this environment. 
If I told a group of children, for example, that they needed to finish 
up their work before it was time to go home, I could be contradicted a few 
moments later by Mrs. Ryan announcing, "You don't need to rush through 
this work, I will give you time tomorrow to finish it up, so do a good job 
on your pictures.” I would attempt to collect their papers and then 
Mrs. Ryan would instruct them to put the papers in a different location. I 
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would remind children to sign-up for lunch, a daily procedure, and 
Mrs. Ryan would announce that we were not signing-up for lunch that day 
because of a special event. I found myself raising my hand to make 
contributions to whole class discussions led by Mrs. Ryan and checking 
with her frequently about how an activity was to proceed. Like Ms. Diaz, I 
could be asked to help serve snack, to get something out of the closet, or to 
take over an activity when Mrs. Ryan left the room unexpectedly. 
At one point in the year when I was helping the kindergarten class 
get ready to go home, I began leading the line out the door on the way to 
the buses. I had thought that I was helping Mrs. Ryan by moving the 
children out of the room so that any stragglers could be assisted. I had not 
discussed this with Mrs. Ryan, but I was accustomed to leading lines of 
children as a teacher in the school. However, this turned out to be a 
contentious issue, and when I asked Mrs. Ryan if she was comfortable with 
the procedure she was not and it was discontinued. I stayed in the room to 
help the few children who needed assistance and she led the line. 
Thus, the issue of power relations between adults affects the ability 
of an ESL teacher or a bilingual teacher to feel effective or maintain the 
status of a teacher in another teacher's classroom. This is a hot topic of 
discussion on a computer listserv for ESL teachers (TESOL K-12, 1997- 
98). Many ESL teachers complain that they are reduced to the status of a 
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"glorified" aide when they try to work in mainstream classrooms. 
Classroom teachers are often happy to have an extra pair of hands to help 
or an additional person to run one of the groups, but are not as interested 
in truly balancing the power relationships between themselves and support 
teachers. Teachers' sense of ownership of "their" classrooms and "their" 
students can be tenacious. Those who are interested in a true collaboration 
are often constrained by the time it takes to plan and execute a plan with 
two or more teachers. This dilemma has implications for teachers working 
toward greater social integration and coordination in ESL and bilingual 
programs. 
Conflicting Teacher-Student Ideologies 
Examining teacher ideologies, power dynamics, and their impact on 
practice is one set of implications from this study. A second area is 
identifying, examining, and negotiating ideologies with children. Chapters 
5-8 described both Mrs. Ryan's and the children's ideologies of 
bilingualism, gender, and friendship. Mrs. Ryan was able to articulate her 
beliefs and relate her classroom practices to her strong personal 
convictions. She could also identify differences in her own beliefs and the 
children's beliefs as they manifested in the classroom. Analysis of 
classroom data revealed her constant efforts to move the children from 
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restricted views to expansive ones. However, overtly stating and officially 
modeling these discourses, in itself, was not adequate. 
Microanalysis of interaction demonstrated that while Mrs. Ryan was 
able to elicit responses from the children that supported her views and to 
make momentary shifts during public discussion, the children persisted in 
their beliefs and practices in both public and private circumstances. This 
demonstrates how children's beliefs and practices have a considerable effect 
on the nature of interactions in classrooms. Goodenough (1987) reported 
significantly different patterns of gender interaction in four kindergarten 
classrooms ranging from highly sexist to egalitarian. Even though some of 
the classes had the same teacher, the children's gender interaction patterns 
differed greatly. She attributed these differences to the children's 
ideologies and practices which were shaped by both broad and local 
contexts. Classes in which children had known each other during several 
years of preschool in an environment which encouraged gender integration 
exhibited less gender segregation and more positive gender interactions 
than classes where children were forming new relationships. This, she 
claimed, was evidence of both the influence of the social context and the 
children's own beliefs and practices. Children who knew each other better 
appeared to respect each other more. Negative gender interactions and 
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gender segregation are not just a developmental phase, but can be 
supported or muted by different contexts. 
Mrs. Ryan believed that context and relationships make a difference, 
and worked toward creating an environment in which the students would 
have numerous interactions and relationships with each other. She also 
worked to influence the gender beliefs that the children in her classroom 
displayed. However, when she engaged the children in renegotiating their 
gender constructions, such as during the gender seating episodes, it 
appeared that their response only served to reinforce their gender ideology 
rather than challenging it. Finally, Mrs. Ryan determined that the 
experiment was not working and put an end to it by assigning seats, a 
common solution among elementary teachers. This example raises the 
question of how to work with children to analyze beliefs and practices 
without highlighting and reinforcing the very power structures that were 
creating inequities in the first place. 
Not changing these interactions, as illustrated by this study, leads to 
inequitable access to language, knowledge, and power within classrooms. 
Recent work on gender and literacy practices has demonstrated the 
detrimental effects of traditional gender discourses for both girls and boys 
(Cherland, 1994; Gilbert, 1988, 1996; Lensmire, 1994; Solsken, 1993). 
These effects included the literacy practices they adopted; the identities they 
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were able to assume; and their access to language, classroom participation, 
meaning making, and power. The more freedom children were allowed in 
their choice of what to read and write and with whom, the more they 
reproduced traditional gender discourses complete with their inequitable 
distribution of power. 
It is issues of power and the political nature of classroom instruction 
that these researchers highlighted as they documented how gender shaped 
local literacy practices. All concluded that an examination of power 
relations within the setting and the curriculum was necessary to begin to 
address the gender constructions which permeate classroom interactions 
every day. This type of critical reflection involves teachers and students 
examining salient local discourses such gender, race, ethnicity, class, and 
language; analyzing their implications; and negotiating avenues for change. 
In a second set of studies, teachers and researchers explored this 
territory by purposely engaging children in analyzing and discussing 
gender practices in literature and in their own writing and interactions 
(Best, 1983; Davies, 1993; Wilson Keenan, Solsken & Willett, 1998). All 
three studies reported that this process was not without tension, struggle, 
and resistance from both children and adults. Nor did it proceed smoothly 
toward a rapid redefinition of classroom gender practices. In fact, as 
happened in Mrs. Ryan's classroom, a focus on gender often initially 
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increased the visibility and tension of the children's gender practices. 
However, all three studies were longitudinal and reported evidence of some 
change over time in both children's public and private interactions. 
These changes included an increase in gender integrated relationships 
and interaction, increased equity in classroom language practices, broader 
topic selection during class discussions and in children's writing, and a 
change in how children were positioning themselves and others in relation 
to dominant gender discourses. This renegotiation was accomplished with 
explicit adult intervention with the same group of children over a period of 
one to four years. These studies demonstrate that rather than ignoring or 
attempting to repress inequitable gender discourses, a more in-depth 
critical analysis of these practices by teachers and students is an avenue for 
change. 
Teacher education programs typically prepare teachers to provide 
academic instruction, or in the case of ESL teachers, language instruction. 
Some of the teachers at River Valley School believed that this was their 
sole mission. It was what they were trained for, and they felt that social 
issues were separate from academic issues and were not their 
responsibility. Yet the "social issues," as this study illustrates, happen 
whether they are directly acknowledged as important or not and affect 
access to academic success. The examination, articulation, and negotiation 
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of teacher and student ideologies is not a superfluous exercise. The 
practices, relationships, and identities that result from these ideologies have 
implications for both teachers and students in schools. This process of 
analysis rarely occurs in the day-to-day whirlwind of teaching and requires 
time and focus that is always in short supply. Without this examination, 
however, schools will continue to reaffirm existing inequities and their 
inherent power relationships 
Summary and Implications for Institutions 
The process of identifying and negotiating teachers' and students' 
ideologies as they cross paths in individual classrooms is one level of 
analysis in school settings. The same process can occur at an institutional 
level. What are the dominant institutional discourses? Where are they in 
harmony? Where do they conflict and why? Under what circumstances are 
underlying beliefs brought to the surface? Whom do they represent? Whom 
do they serve? Whom do they oppress? What are the social, cultural, 
political, and historical origins of these discourses? The answers to these 
questions will occur in unique combinations in every school. At River 
Valley School there were discourses which were naturalized and accepted 
by all. There were discourses which created tension for teachers and 
students due to their effect on programs and practices. And, there were 
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discourses which were only highlighted during fleeting events when they 
were violated in some unexpected way. Examples of these types of 
institutional discourses from the study regarding gender, friendships, and 
bilingualism are reviewed in the following sections: gender norms 
naturalized, academic vs. social priorities, and bilingual program design. 
Gender Norms Naturalized 
The gender discourse described in Chapter 6 was not overtly 
challenged by the institution as a whole. There was no discussion at 
meetings of gender issues, no mandatory inservice training, no analysis of 
classroom interaction, no identification of the long-term consequences of 
local gender norms, and no cross-cultural comparisons. The broader social 
gender discourse in this setting was basically naturalized. This does not 
discount work being done by teachers in their individual classrooms, but 
these teachers did so of their own initiative. There was no common support 
for these endeavors, no school-wide effort to examine gender constructions 
and associated meanings. This acceptance of the broader gender norms and 
the lack of cohesive analysis within the school left this discourse 
unexamined and largely in place. 
In contrast, violations of sexual gender norms within the school 
received official attention during the year the gay and lesbian family photo 
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exhibit was displayed at district schools. This event was discussed during 
several meetings attended by parents and staff. Some meetings were 
optional, some mandatory. Numerous perspectives were voiced and 
considered. Negotiation of competing discourses was part of the process of 
bringing this event into the schools. This type of attention did not occur 
following the Latina dance routine or the sixth grade girls' skit described 
in Chapter 6, although both of these events were rich territory for 
uncovering a variety of cultural and gender discourses. Of equal 
importance to these major events were the day-to-day gender interactions 
that did not carry such an intense sexual charge, such as those presented in 
this study, which were not challenged at an institutional level. 
The implications resulting from this study are that gender discourses 
will exist in all schools but will manifest and become salient in unique 
ways. Analysis at an institutional level will identify the local implications 
for teachers, students, and second language learners and will help to 
uncover the power relations that underlie gender interactions. Challenging 
these dynamics can be difficult once they are identified, but near impossible 
when they are not. 
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Academic vs. Social Priorities 
A second institutional discourse that was rarely questioned was the 
discourse which prioritized academics over social relationships. Teachers 
accepted their academic responsibilities. The majority of inservice trainings 
in the district focused on curriculum and academic instruction. Classroom 
instruction and support programs such as ESL, TBE, Special Education, 
Title 1, and reading remediation were all designed to address children's 
academic needs. As presented in Chapter 4, when children's friendships 
were officially discussed, it was often because children were struggling 
socially. The fragmented academic program and lack of attention to 
contextual features, which impacted children's abilities to create and 
maintain friendships, or the significance of friendships, were not part of 
the institutional discourse. 
Mrs. Ryan's attempts to challenge this discourse were sometimes met 
with resistance by other teachers who were intent on providing academic 
instruction. Mrs. Ryan was able to garner support among classroom 
teachers and students grades K-2 to come together at regular intervals 
during the week for the purposes of "getting to know" each other better 
across grade levels. These changes came as a result of a small group of 
teachers who prioritized social relationships, not because of an institutional 
focus. This came from the belief that greater interaction would build 
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stronger relationships. Stronger relationships would strengthen the 
connection among more people, increase access to interaction for more 
students, support positive identity construction, and consequently improve 
the quality of education. Open dialogue among teachers school-wide 
regarding the balance of academic and social goals or administrative 
guidance regarding the significance of social relationships did not occur. 
The salience, value, and meaning placed on social relationships and 
students' friendships will vary from institution to institution and from 
program to program as will supportive and constraining features of the 
context. Institutions and programs which serve second language learners 
need to consider issues beyond academic and linguistic progress. Attention 
to social relationships, the meaning of these relationships in the local 
environment, and the construction of identities associated with these 
relationships are areas neglected by many schools and ESL programs. 
For many children failing to form positive social relationships with 
teachers and peers may in time affect their investment in school. Less 
access to relationships and interaction may result in less access to language 
and academics. The choice, therefore, is not between academics and social 
relations, but rather, it is to develop an understanding of the relationship 
between the two and implement practices which support both. 
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Bilingualism and Program Design 
Chapter 4 discussed the dominant discourses of bilingualism in the 
educational literature. Chapter 5 described how River Valley School, by 
virtue of state legislation, had adopted a middle-of-the-road orientation 
with regard to these two discourses. The schools provided TBE programs 
but did not move beyond this model to support bilingualism. The ultimate 
goal of the bilingual program was academic proficiency in English. Native 
language instruction did occur but was transitional in nature. Balanced 
bilingualism was not encouraged by the institution for any of the children. 
When the TBE program was instituted at River Valley School there was 
little public attention to the program. However, as the TBE population 
grew and became more costly it also began to challenge the monolingual 
English discourse that had always prevailed in the district. This public 
discussion revealed both dominant and minority perspectives about the 
value of bilingualism and native language instruction. 
Some initial inservice training was made available to teachers on site 
at River Valley School regarding bilingual education, but has not been 
required since. Individual teachers and small groups affiliated with the 
local university have initiated projects and activities which focus on the 
needs of the bilingual population. But, there has been no institutionally 
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supported, ongoing training or examination of the meanings of 
bilingualism in the school. 
In contrast is Oyster Bilingual School in Washington DC where there 
has been an institutional focus on changing the dominant social discourse of 
bilingualism from one of handicap to one of resource (Freeman, 1996). 
The language planning and language implementation at Oyster Schools is a 
. . dynamic, multilevel, multidirectional, process in which language 
minority and language majority members of the Oyster community 
collaborate in their efforts to define bilingualism and cultural pluralism as 
resources to be developed" (p. 558). In this dual language program Spanish 
dominant students learn English and maintain their Spanish. English 
dominant children learn Spanish and maintain their English. The two 
populations are integrated rather than separated during the day. This site 
was a good candidate for such a program because of a high percentage of 
ethnically and linguistically diverse students. 
Oyster School had not always been a bilingual program and went 
through significant changes when they adopted a two-way model over their 
previous English monolingual program. There was not full support for the 
program in the beginning, but there was a strong coalition of Latino 
parents, teachers, and community leaders who worked toward changing the 
dominant discourse. When the community was first considering a two-way 
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program, the school sponsored a summer institute for parents, teachers, 
and administrators to discuss and negotiate their concerns. Experts on 
linguistic matters and group dynamics were hired to serve as resources for 
the institute. Twenty experienced native-Spanish speaking teachers were 
recruited from several Latin American countries to facilitate the transition. 
Identity development of all the children was a focal point for 
teachers in the school. They analyzed and rejected the dominant discourses 
and moved forward to collaborate on an alternative construction within 
their school. This is reflected in the school's curriculum and classroom 
practices. The construction of multiculturalism at Oyster School according 
to Freeman is one in which "... language minority and language majority 
children are encouraged to look critically at representations of different 
groups in the curriculum content and to relate their own lived experiences 
to the various constructions of history that they read about in school" 
(p. 573). A peer mediation program is in place for upper grade students 
and cooperative learning groups are used to increase student interaction in 
classrooms. 
Freeman acknowledges that the reality of Oyster Bilingual School is 
not the ideal. Oyster's institutional discourse is in direct opposition with 
mainstream discourses. True bilingualism and biculturalism may not occur 
equally between the Spanish dominant and English dominant students given 
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the broader social context. But, this study does exemplify efforts at an 
institutional level to address institutional discourses related to language, 
status, and identity. 
If institutions are going to move beyond simply replicating broader 
social discourses, they need to examine the implicit and explicit discourses 
which operate within the local context. Coordination, persistence, and 
vigilance is necessary to challenge these discourses. Until they are 
identified and renegotiated, little will change for children and teachers, 
especially those who do not benefit from the dominant practices and 
beliefs. 
Summary and Implications for Second Language Acquisition Research 
This study points to a need in the field of SLA to consider contextual 
features and the particularity (Bloome and Bailey, 1992) of these features, 
when conducting second language research. The meaning construction that 
occurs during interaction in local contexts has implications for students' 
identities and social relationships. This, in turn, affects their motivation to 
stay in school, learn a second language, and retain their first language. 
In many studies the lack of social relationships is attributed to 
students' lack of language proficiency or personality traits. This study 
indicates that the situation is far more complex. Second language 
393 
proficiency alone is not enough to ensure success in local environments nor 
to support the formation of the social relationships and social identities 
which impact language learners' experiences. In order to take this 
complexity into account, theories which move beyond a psycholinguistic 
focus need to be utilized in second language research. Descriptive, 
interpretive research designs which can address this complexity should 
continue to be applied and explored. Quantitative analyses which attempt to 
measure program and teaching effectiveness do not take into account the 
local discourses which shape practice and the meanings constructed for 
participants. Experimental designs which claim to "control" such influences 
can not themselves be completely free of them. 
ESL and bilingual programs can not afford to ignore the wider 
social contexts in which they operate. What is the meaning and value of 
bilingualism in the local context? How is this reflected in program 
implementation? What are the social implications of these designs and 
classroom practices? How can these practices be examined and articulated? 
What is the balance between linguistic, academic, and social needs of 
learners? What are the consequences and implications for learners and 
teachers? Where is there room for experimentation, collaboration, and 
change? These questions challenge the field to broaden its current focus. 
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Questions such as those raised above lead to implications for teacher 
training in the field of second language acquisition. How can these issues be 
raised during teacher education? How can student teachers be made aware 
of their own ideologies and biases? How can they learn to analyze 
classroom interaction and to identify the consequences of this interaction 
for students? 
Implications for Future Research 
This study analyzed the local construction and meaning of 
bilingualism, gender, and friendship and the implications for second 
language learners. Given the wide range of ESL teaching contexts that exist 
around the globe, studies which examine the interplay among these same 
three discourses in other environments would contribute to understanding 
how contextual features and constructions affect language learners world¬ 
wide. The issues of bilingualism, gender, and friendship might take on 
different salience and meanings in settings that are primarily English 
speakers versus those that have a majority of second language learners. 
These discourses might be constructed differently in culturally 
heterogeneous populations than they would be in homogenous populations. 
Gender meanings might change depending on the gender mixes in formal 
teaching contexts or the gender meanings in the local cultures. Relationship 
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issues might vary depending on the nature of the English language program 
or whether there is a bilingual component. Meanings associated with 
bilingualism might vary for in-class vs. pull-out programs and transitional 
vs. two-way programs. Understanding the implications of different 
contexts would reveal information about how discourses and social 
constructions affect second language learners in a variety of circumstances. 
The current study examined three dominant discourses salient in the 
local environment. By focusing on these three discourses, the study traded 
off a certain degree of depth for breadth. There is certainly more that 
could be said about each of these three discourses as they were constructed 
and operated in this particular setting. Detailed analyses conducted in 
future studies of only one of the three discourses might reveal finer 
nuances, a greater fluidity, and more complexity than was reported here. 
Or, the same discourses might construct the same individuals both 
positively and negatively in the same environment in different events. 
Future studies might also reveal that these three discourses are not 
salient in all situations, that other more locally salient discourses, such as 
class or caste, shape identities and affect social relations in far more 
significant ways for local participants. Moving beyond the three discourses 
of bilingualism, gender, and friendship might uncover additional 
interactions and meanings that impact learners in less understood ways. For 
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example, this study was conducted with young children. A study of older, 
second language learners in similar environments might reveal that other 
discourses, such as academic competency, may play a greater role in social 
relations and social identities. An academic discourse may be more salient 
in higher grades and constrain older, second language learners in different 
ways than younger children. 
This study was conducted at an elementary level, but the research 
questions which guided analysis would be equally relevant for teens and 
adults. Children are more or less captives of educational institutions until 
they become old enough to make decisions regarding the continuation of 
their education. Teens and adults who have more control over their options 
for staying in school may be less likely to return to an environment where 
they are subject to negative identity construction and have few if any 
positive social relationships. Studies which examine students' motivation 
tied to contextual features rather than concentrating solely internal 
motivation would be a logical extension of this work. 
The classroom teacher did not officially collaborate in the design or 
focus of the current study. She agreed to allow the study to occur in her 
room, but did not actively collect and analyze the data. Articulating 
ideologies, analyzing interaction, and examining classroom practice is 
worthy of future studies in which teachers themselves are actively involved 
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in the process from beginning to end. The growth and learning that can 
result from such an experience should not be limited to researchers but 
should involve teachers and student teachers in reflection on their own 
teaching practices and beliefs. These individuals bring unique experience 
and insight to research and the interpretation of data. Analysis of a single 
classroom lesson or interaction, not only full length studies, can be 
revealing in understanding the full implications of what occurs in 
classrooms. 
A final area of future interest would be to investigate a circumstance 
where the teacher, or a team, is actively working toward changing 
ideologies and interactions in a classroom by involving students in an active 
and on-going way. What happens in the course of this process? How is 
change measured? What are the areas of conflict, struggle, and 
renegotiation? What are the implications for second language learners? 
Conclusion 
Chapter 9 has focused on the implications of this study for equitable 
classroom practice and equal access to education. The study has 
demonstrated that issues of access and power are not always readily visible. 
Dominant discourses such as English monolingualism, traditional gender 
relations, and academic achievement can mask the discourses of 
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bilingualism, equitable gender interactions, and the significance of social 
relations in educational settings. Yet, it is these very discourses that may be 
responsible for students' investment, participation, and ultimate success in 
school. 
These educational implications also have a broader significance 
related to the discourse of democracy. One feature of such contemporary 
discourses is the removal of surface markers of authority and power 
(Fairclough, 1989). Discourses such as democracy are not often reliant on 
forces of coercion, and these discourses can develop what Fairclough labels 
"simulated egalitarianism." That is, the forces of power are embedded and 
less visible than they might be in more authoritarian systems. 
The underlying assumptions of democracy are freedom, justice, and 
equality, implying equal access to power. This study, through an analysis of 
social structures, educational discourses, local policies and practices, and 
classroom interaction, illustrates that equal access to education, power, and 
ultimately to equal participation in a democratic system is not a reality for 
many people. Dominant local discourses and meanings serve to enhance 
access for some groups while minimizing it for others. Schools are often 
identified as the site of social reproduction, institutions which simply serve 
to sustain the status quo. But schools are also a site where students and 
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teachers can analyze, challenge, and negotiate power relations in an effort 
to work toward a true democracy which affords equal access to all. 
On the surface, this can appear as a romantic, idealistic vision which 
is never fully attainable. Yet the findings from this and other studies 
reported here are evidence that change in current power relations is crucial 
in providing educational equity to all students, and with focus and 
persistence, possible. In a society of increasing diversity, the ability to 
make one's voice heard, bring attention to minority views, and engage in 
public discourse with a wide range of individuals who are different from 
ourselves, is a valuable and necessary skill. 
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